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checked. The first of these is “an administra-~
tive imbalance between our ability to take
military risks and our ability to take polit-
ical risks.” The FORUM study charges that
reforms in the Defense Department have
given military planners & bureaucratic ad-
vantage over the cluster of civilian agencles
charged with economic and political ele-
ments of foreign policy. As a result, “blind
bureaucratic momentum” shifts policles in
favor of solutions recommended by the De~
fense Department. This explains why “Amer-
ican policy can drift towards military solu-
-tions where political ones will suffice; Amer-
ican youth can die because its elders lack de-
cisive civilian leadership.”

“1t is meaningless for officials to talk of
America’s desire for peace and for a ‘polit-
ical solution’, so long as administrative
means to implement these hopes are not
known to exist,” the study says. It charges
that there has been no public indicatlon of
contingency plans for a realistic settlement
in Vietnam.,

CONGRESSIONAL WEAKNESS

‘The Ripon study also shows that Congress

has been unprepared to check the Executlve -
“Congress has had’

Branch on Vietnam.
netther the staff nor the machinery to assert
its prerogatives in the making of Vietnam
policy. Its right to be consulted has been
compromised into a right to ratify . . . Con~
gress’ right to know has been reduced to the
right to be briefed.” *

The Ripon study says that President John-
son has tended to exploit Congress’ weak-
nesses by a style of "secrecy and silence.”
It accuses him of relying on a “contrived
atmosphere of crisis” and of blitzing Con-
gress with questions, “the answers to which
are predetermined by carefully controlled
briefing.”

REPUBLICAN RESPONSIBILITY

Because of the weakness of Congress and
failure of the President to reform and co-
ordinate ecivilian policy-making agencies,
Ripon charges that Vietnam policy is made
by a “self-entrenching bureaucratic coalition
that cannot be reformed from within.” It
calls for partisan action by the Republican
Party to correct the ‘“flasco” of American
policy in Vietnam.,

Republicans, the Ripon study says, can
grasp the realities of local politics in South
Vietnam and need for checks and balances
in Washington. It charges that ‘‘the best men
and the best minds are not making this
country’s foreign policy.”

“In 1952,” it concludes, ‘“‘the Republican
Party demonstrated its abllity to extricate
the United States from a war on the Asian
mainland. “The issue now is whether the
American people think our present course in
Vietnam is worth more deception, more re-
sources, more lives. If they do not, there is
an alternative.”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the order of Friday, the Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLARK], for a period not to exceed 1
hour.

Hi ABM DECISION-—A $5 BILLION
INVESTMENT IN AN INEFFECTIVE
SYSTEM

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, today I
desire to address the Senate on the deci-
sion of the administration to deploy a
so-called thin anti-ballistic-missile de-
fense at a cost of $5 billion.

I submit that from the evidence it is
clear that this vastly expensive new
weapons system essentially contributes
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nothing to this eountry’s security. I urge
the administration to reconsider its de-
cision, which I believe to be wrong on
three counts—militarily, economically,
and diplomatically.

The best arguments against ABM de-
ployment has been made by Secretary
McNamara himself. The Secretary
pointed out in his San Francisco speech
that there is no ABM system which can
be bullt—no matter how much we spend
on it—which would not be, and I quote

the Secretary’s own words, “ineffective

agalnst a sophisticated Soviet offense.”
Even if we were to spend $40 billion or
more on a so-called massive system, the
resulting increase in our security against
a Russian attack would be zero, accord-
ing to the Secretary of Defense. The re-
sult would be a waste of a great deal of
money at a time when the war in Viet-
nam is costing us $2% hillion a month,
when the President 1s asking for new
taxes to offset a growing budget deficit,
and our crucial domestic programs are
being reduced to support the increases in
the military budget. What would we get
for our money? A very expensive flying
“grector set” which the Russians could
easily and cheaply overpower by increas-
ing their offensive missile striking force.

The argument that the so-called thin
system is justified by the approaching
threat of Chinese nuclear-tipped missiles
simply does not hold up. We have the
capacity to devastate China many times
over if her leaders should be so foolish as
to initiate a nuclear exchange with us,
and the Chinese know that. That fact is
at the heart of the deterrence policy
which has guided American military
strategy since the beginning of the nu-
clear age. Our strategy has been to deter
a first strike against ourselves by mak~
ing it plain to any would-be aggressor
that our second strike against him would
be utterly and horribly devastating. Is
there anyone who seriously helieves that
the Chinese Government would not be
effectively deterred by that prospect?

I discussed this subject informally the
other day with the President’s scientific
adviser, Dr. Hornig. After he said he
agreed thoroughly that there was no
point in building an antiballistic missile
system against a possible Sovet threat—
in other words, he agreed with Secretary
McNamara—I said to him, “Well, if it
would not be any good against the Rus-
sians, why do we need it against the
Chinese?” “Well,” hie said, “the only basis
is that maybe the Chinese are more ir-
rational than the Russians, and, of
course,” he said, “that 1s not a scientific
problem; that is a question of political
judgment.”

I think it is perfectly clear that practi-
cally everybody except the military-in-
dustrial complex, which would profit
from the building of this system, is of
the view that to build the system against
the Chinese, realizing it is no good
against Russia, just does not make any
sense at.all. I think there is no one who
seriously believes that the Chinese Gov-
ernment could be effectively deterred by
an anti-ballistic-missile system.

The second flaw in the argument is
the assumption that a thin ABM system
would be effective against the Chinese
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for any appreciable period of time. Even
if 1t is concedéd that a thin defense sys-
tem would be effective against a Chinese
offensive missile system which was still
in its primitive stage, it is obvious that
once the Chinese develop their rocket
force beyond the primitive stage our
ABM system will not be effective. If the
Chinese get their rocket assembly lines
going, and develop multiple warheads
and penetration aids, they will be able to
overwhelm our outmoded ABM system
just as the Russians could overwhelm it
today.

How long would that take? Secretary
McNamara pointed out that the Chinese
are devoting very substantial resources
to the development of both nuclear war-
heads and missile delivery systems. Every
time our experts have tried to predict the
next advance in Chinese weapons devel-
opment they have been wrong—the Chi-
nese have moved faster than we ex-
pected. No one can say how long the
period will be between the time the Chi-
nese deploy their first primitive system
capable of threatening the United States,
and the time they have developed a
larger and more sophisticated system,
capable of overwhelming first our thin,
$5 billion ABM system, and ultimately
even a massive $40-plus billion system.

The third fallacy in the logic is the as-
sumption that even during the so-called
“safe period” in Chinese nuclear develop-
ment, we would be genuinely safe from a
Chinese nuclear attack behind an ABM
defense, There are mahy ways of launch-
Ing a nuclear attack that an ABM is help-
less to deter. A Chinese submarine could
perhaps deliver 4 low trajectory rocket
which would sneak through our radar
screen, just as the Israeli Air Force
sneaked through the Egyptian radar de-
fenses. The Chinese could detonate a nu-
clear bomb underwater near our west
coast—again from a submarine, or even
from a trading vessel--where the prevail~-
ing winds would sweep the cloud of dead-
ly radioactivity ashore. Or, James Bond-
ish as it sounds, miniature bombs could
be hand-carried into our ecities in suit-
cases and detonated. If the Chinese are -
foolish enough to risk the total devasta~
tion of their country by launching a
rocket strike against us, what is keep-
ing them from attacking us in any of
these ways? The answer is obvious—de~
terrence, effective deterrence of all forms
of nuclear assault.

The inevitable conclusion Is that the
proposed thin $5 billion system simply
will not do the job which its proponents
say it will do. That, of course, is bad
enough—squandering $5 billion of the
taxpayers’ money on a useless system is
no light matter. But the problem is worse
than this. For there is, as Secretary Mc-~
Namara said, a “mad momentum in-
trinsic to the development of all new nu-
clear weaponry.” That mad momentum,
generated in part by the decision to go
ahead with the deployment of a thin
system, is already gathering force, as the
Secretary foresaw, and as indeed I
warned him in a letter I wrote to him on
June 15, 1967, in which I said:

As a practicing politician, I would like to
comment on this proposition that the United
BStates should build and deploy a “light” ABM
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defense. In my own view, I see no way of hold-
ing back pressure for a full or “heavy” ABM
defense once a "light" system has been in-
stalled.

There is plentiful evidince that the
curtain has already gone up on this new
tragedy. We are only now in act I, with
the squandering of $5 billton, the equiva-
lent of 1 million jobs under the emer-
gency employment program which I
sbonsored and which was approved by
the full Senate Commiitee on Labor and
Public Welfare. How long will it be be-
fore we see $40 or $50 or $60 billion go
down the drain in an orgy of missuided
spending?

The most painful costs, however. can-
not be counted in dollars. They are the
diplomatic costs—the resulting increase
in tensions between the United States
and the Soviet Union which this new
escalation of the arms race is bound to
provoke. As Victor Zorza pointed out not
long ago in the Washington Post, the
most likely effect of our decision to be-
gin ABM deployment will be the
strengthening of the hard-liners in the
Kremlin in their eontinuing sec-saw
battle with the more peace-oriented ele-
ments in the Soviet leadership.

This decision will not spur the Rus-
sians to come to agreement on limiting
defensive and offensive missiles. It is far
more lkely to Jeopardize the pending
talks and crush the hopes for an arms
contirol agreement which were generated
by the Glassboro conference.

The only gainers from our action will
be the members of the political military-
industrial complex on hoth sides—in the
Soviet Union. and in this country. The
Russian generals, their allies in.the Com-
munist Party, and the men who direct
the Sovlet defense industry will gain
status and prestige at the expense of
their colleagues. Their counterparts in
the United States will have something
miore tangible to show—fantastic profits
for the contractors, and new stars on the
shoulders and stripes on the sleeves of
the military men who will be in charge
of the program.

The story Is in the stock market re-
ports for anyone who Is Interested to see.
Where is the ABM money going to go?
Raytheon, up 4% to 81! on Monday,
September 18, the day of the McNamara
speech. Aerojet General, up 435 to 33y
on the same day. Strong rising trends
have been just as visible in other major
ABM contractors—Thiokol, Martin Mar-
ietta and Sperry Rand. The vast new de-
fense pork lunch-wagon—maybe the big-
gest ever—has begun to roll, and the in-
vestors on the stock market know it.

Who are the losers? All of us, everyone,
and particularly those who will be hard-
est hit by the fact that money that
should be going into the effort to rebuild
our cities and heal the wounds in our
society-—or possibly, if you take a more
conservative point of view, to provide the
ifunds which will make a tax increase un-
necessary; or, indeed, to provide the
funds which, in the long run, might make
further tax decreases possible—{s being
drained off to build Armageddon instead.
Americans who will be deprived of a
chance to get an adequate education,
necessary health care, a decent place to
live, a chance for a job, for lack of
funds—they will be the biggest losers.
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Those hilgher up the income ladder
will be losers because of the increased
taxes which they will have to pay, or
through the failure to recelve the tax
decrease to which they might otherwise
be entitled. But the real, ultimate losers
are every man, woman and child on this
planet whose lives are menaced by the
threat of nuclear war, and whose only
hope for genuine security lles in the
amelioration of tensions between the

. great nuclear powers and the negotia-

tion of effective agreements to halt the
madness of the arms race and tirn man-
kind toward the path to peace.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to my
friend from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I have
very litile to add to what the Senator
from Pennsylvania has sald, other than
to tell him how much I appreciate not
only the courage, but beyond that, the
commonnsense that he demonstrates here
today: because he has taken on one of
the most wasteful and, in my judgment,
most. dangerous proposals that have
been suggested in a long time. I quite
agree with him when he says that, far
from adding to our security and to the
chances for stability between the great
powers, the introduction of the so-called
ABM system really adds another dan-
rerous new dimension that threatens
hoth our security and the peace of the
world.

One of the thihgs that has puzzled me
most about this whole discussion as-
sociated with the ABM is the seeming
paradox belween the davastating case
that the Secretary of Defense has built
against just such a system over the last
few vears, having added to it as recently
as January 25 of this year in his state-
ment before the Senate Appropriations
Committee on defense appropriations,
and the rather strange endorsement of
such a proposal the Secretary made In
his speech at San Francisco.

I believe if one looks at that speech
carefully, 90 percent of it is a devasta-
ting, and, I think, unanswerable argu-
ment arainst the ABM system.

Mr. CLARK. If the Senator will yield
briefly. I thoroughly agree with Lim. My
heart bleeds for Secretary McNamara,
who, as T think anybody who intelli-
genlly reads his speech must see, is doing
what he is told to do, despite the fact that
his convictions are otherwise.

The argument that we are building
this ABM system against an anticipated
Chinese attack is completely lacking in
conviction, as far as Secretary Me-
Namara’'s feelings come through his
actual words.

Mr. McGOVERN. Would the Senator
agree that the senior editor of Newsweek
magsazine, Mr. Edwin Diamond, describes
well, in the October 2, 1867, issue of that
magezine, what has happened in ex-
plaining this paradoxical situation with
reference to our Secretary of Defense?
He also refers to a column by Mr. James
Reston of the New York Times.

Mr. President, I would like to read a
couple of paragraphs if the Senator
would yield further.

Mr. CLARK. I would be happy to have
the article made part of the Recorb.

Mr. McGOVERN. I ask unanimous
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consent to have printed in the Recorp
the editorial entitled, “Tac Grand 1I-
lusion,” to which I have referred.

There being no objectior, the editorial
was ordered tc be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE GRAND ILLUSION
{By Edwin Diamcnd)

Secretary McNamara's decision to go ahead
with an anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) system
ls based on 8 set of brillit ntly reasoned,
highly sophisticited, and strongly percuasive
arguments. But the decision is wroag, and
the consequences of this error will burden
every American for years to come.

Instead of strengthening the natlonal se-
curity, the ABM decision mny well under-
mine 1:, for it upsets the present ielicate
balance of nuclear terror basad on the twin
impliel: assumptions of a strong (fcur-to-
one} but not overwhelming U.S. offensive
missile superior ty and a mosdest Soviet de-
fensive advantage. Worse, the ABM move sig-
nals another dangerous upward spira! in the
nuclear-arms race which mav lead tc a re-
newed drive by both the U.S. and Soviet
Union to add nsw offensive weapons to the
overkill arsenals each already possesscs. Ros-
well L. Gilpatric, McNamara's own former
Deputy Defense Secretary, fears the ABM
means a U.8. glabal strategy based more on
conflict than accommodation. The go-ahead,
he sald, “is certainly a move in the wrong
directicn.”

Let’s put these abstractlons in concrete
terms—and concrete is exactly where we are
now heading. At the very lz2ast, ttis new
nuclear escalation means the expenditure of
untold billlons :n.exchange for a wkelly il-
lusory security blanket. Whether the U.S.
spends 84 to 85 billion for the “thir’” ABM
system to guard ite Minuteman strik: force;
or 840 billlon for the “thickening” of the
blanket to protect major American clities, or
2400 blllion to protect smaller cities, the end
result wlll be the same: all of us will still.
be 30 minutes away from nuclear aridhila-
tion.

MOLE SOCIETY

Indecd, with the ABM escalition, tie pos-
stbility of this supposedly “unthinkable"
mlssile Armageddon s greater, not smaller.
All of 1s have now been propelled by the
logic of nuclear events that McNamara grasps
so well toward the nrext era of the atomic
age-—the mole society where the cities and
clvilians of the 1980s may have to burrow
underground to join the concrete Ainute-
man silos sunk in the 1960s and tte sub-
terranein ABM :ontrol centers bullt in the
1870s.

Unlik2ly, you will say; right out of some
sclence-fiction paperback. But who would
have believed, ten yeurs ago, at the 1ime of
Sputnlk 1 and the “missile gap,” that the
U.S. within five vears would possess the nu-
clear missiles to destroy the Soviet soclety
and population five times over?

What evidence have I that McNanara—
one of the most brilliant and dedicated
minds in the natlon—is wrcng about the
ABM? What proof is there thet the U.3, has
embarked on a Jdangerous new coursz? The
evidence is abundant. Precisely because Mc-
Namara has such a firm grasp of the com-
plexities of the zge, he himself has supplied
some of the best arguments agiinst the ABM
and a rew arms race. fact, if an nnalyst
were 10 overlay McNamara’'s speech with one
of the cryptologist’s sheets that cove- some
paragraphs while reveallng others, the case
for the present stabllized straegic situation
would become ccmpelling.

ACTION-REACTION

First of all, as McNamara makes clear, the
U.S. now has "a numerical sl periority over
the Sov.et Unlon in reliable, accurase and
effective warheads [that| 1s both pgreater
than we had orginally planred, anc is in
fact more than we require.” Thals, to use the
blunt term, is what overkill meins. And over-
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kill, to be blunt again, 1s the legacy of po-
litically motlvated “missile-gap’ cries of the
late 1950s. The panic button was pushed in
the U.S. and a real missile gap did eventually
materialize. But as McNamara points out in
his speech, this gap favors the U.S. At present
the T.S. has 2,200 strategic nuclear weapons
in readiness against 700 for the U.S.8.R. The
Russiah response to this U.S. superiority has
been to concede an offensive disparity. In
effect the Soviet Union acknowledged that
the richness and ingenuity of American tech-
nology could not be matched. But it began
an ABM system—the Russian military has
been traditionally defense minded—as part
of what McNamara calls the “action-
reaction” of the arms race. .

McNamara has been consplcuously un-
worried by this deployment. As he explains
it, the offense always has an advantage over
the defense and any ABM system “can rather
obviously be defeated by an enemy simply
sending over more offensive warheads, or
dummy warheads, than there are defensive
missiles capable of disposing of them.”

The logle of the situation calls for one of
the superpowers to forego the next turn in
the viclous cycle of action-reaction. A Soviet
McNamara—they have their sophisticated
strategists and their war gamesmen, too—
might argue that the Soviet ABM deploy-
ment represented a limited and measured re-
sponse to U.S. superiority, a move intended
to assure Russlan second-strike capahbility
and thus make the Soviet deterrent credible.
‘Why not leave the arms race in this trade-
off situation? Why upset the fearfully deli~
cate. balance of terror with a US. ABM
system?

McNamara's answer last week was: because
of the looming Chinese nuclear-missile threat
of the 1970s. The proposed U.S, ABM system,
in McNamara's words, is “Chinese-oriented,”
designed to deter Chairman Mao or his suc-
cessors from an attack on the U.S. It is at this
point that McNamara's computer logic breaks
down.

MAD ADVENTURE

First, 1f Peking is suicidally mad enough
to mount an attack on a country possessing
200 times more nuclear power than it has,
then no amount of objective reality in the
form of an American ABM barrier can dis-
suade the Chinese from their Insanity. If the
Chinese are bent on nuclear genocide, they
could smuggle an atomic bomb into San
Francisco harbor aboard a freighter and
detonate 1t., No ABM system can protect
aaginst such mad adventures. ’

Second, the Soviet Union can also arguée
that its ABM is “Chinese-oriented,” and
merely a matter of insurance against an ir-
rational attack by a country that shares an
uneasy border with Russia and is violently
hostile to it. After all, the same madness that
might lead the Chinese to attack the U.S,
might also push Mao over the brink with the
Russians, Would we believe the Russians if
they said, “It’s the Chinese we are worried
about—ignore our ABM”? Yet we expect
them to believe our ABM 1s China-oriented.

The truth is the ABM decision was dictated
not by strategy but by politics. Computer
logic breaks down because men aren't com-
puters; they are imperfect beings shaped by
history and emotlon as well as reason. There
are really two McNamaras., One McNamara
coolly attempts to manage the arms race
by force of argument and intellect. He even
on. occasion does the Russians’ thinking for
them, patiently elucldating the nuclear
strategic options avallable and their conse-
quences in speeches and in briefings held for
the press, but aimed at Moscow. The second
McNamara is an American, a patriot and a
member of the Johnson Administration (just
as his opposite in the Kremlin is a Russian,
a patriot, and a member of the Communist
Party).

It 18 well known in Washington that Sec-
retary McNamara for months has opposed
deployment of the ABM system despite the
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urgings of the Joint Chlefs of Staff, of Demo-
cratic hawks and of Republicans sensing &
hot campaign lssue for 1968. As James Reston
suggested last week, the ABM system
launched by McNamara 1s not almed at
blocking the Chinese or even the Russians,
but the Republicans. By acceding now to the
clamor, McNamara has blunted the GOP
charge that he is “indifferent” to the defense
of the American people.
GOoOD GUYS

Yet, isn't the U.S. asking—a blt illogical-
ly—the Soviet McNamara 1o be indifferent
to the defense of his people? More funda-
mentally, isn't the U.S. saying—also a bit
illogically—that when 1t comes to the
crunch, two standards apply: we are the
good guys and would never attack first; you
are the bad guys and you might attack first,
and that is why we must have a four-to-one
offensive superiority and defensive parity
(at least)—and a lead in whatever else we
declde to build.

Last week was the time for patience and
courage—patience to lecture the Russians
once again on the reasons behind the emi~
nently equitable U.S. plan to put a freeze on

" all missiles, offensive and defensive; courage,

in the words of former Kennedy science ad-
viser Jerome Wiesner, to run the risks of de-
escalation instead of the risks of new escala~
tion; and patience and courage to explain
to the American people, even in a pre-elec~
tion year, why the ABM is not good for their
security.

Instead, Washington gave us the ABM.
By some curious alchemy, the Administra-
tion has convinced itself that the thin ABM
system doesn’t really change the balance of
terror: only a thick system would do that.
Put thin leads to thick. It 1s all like that
celebrated biology experiment: a frog is
placed in a tank of water; dally the tempera~
ture is increased onhe degree; the frog exists
as always—until one more degree . .. the
water boils . . . the frog dies.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, read~
ing from Mr. Diamond’s editorial in the
issue of Newsweek magazine of October
2, he has this to say:

The truth is the ABM decision was dictated
niot by strategy, but by politics,

Mr. CLARK. That is entirely correct,
in my opinion, and it is bad politics, in
my judgment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Diamond goes
on to say: )

It 1s well known in Washington that Sec
retary McNamara for months has opposed
deployment of the ABM system despife the
urgings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of Demo-
cratic hawks and of Republicans sensing a
hot campaign issue for 1968, As James Reston
suggested last week, the ABM system
launched by McNamara is not aimed at
blocking the Chinese or even the Russians,
but the Republicans.

If that is true, it seems to me to be
a rather expensive campaign expend-
iture, to spend $5 billion, to try to de-
fend our party against political charges
apparently next November.

It seems. to me that, instead of evalu-
ating this issue in terms of what it may
or may not do to our chances in the
next election, we ought to be more con-
cerned about the security of our coun-
try, and the peace of the world and
our economy at a time when it is already
strained.

Mr. CLARK. I thoroughly agree. I
think that if a man from Mars with
some sort of a sense of intelligence were
to come here and look at what is happen-
ing in this country, he would think hu-
man beings here were going mad when
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we talk about building an anti-balllstic-
missile system of this kind to compound
the already frightening arms race.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I ask
~ynanimous consent to have printed in
the Rmcorp certain excerpts from the
testimony of Secretary McNamara on
January 25, 1967.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS HEARINGS,
JANUARY 25, 1967

Secretary of Defense McNamara, on cost:
«In this connection, it is worth noting that
had we produced and deployed the NIKE-
ZEUS system proposed by the Army in 1959
at an estimated cost of $13 to $14 billion,
most of it would have had to be torn out
and replaced, almost before 1t became opera-
tlonal, by the new missiles and radars of the
NIKE-X system. By the same token, other
technological developments In ~ offensive
forces over the next seven years may make
obsolete or drastically degrade the NIKE-X
system as presently envisioned ... (page
b7). ) .
“Hyen before the systems became opera-
tional, pressures would mount for their
expansion at a cost of still additional billions.
The unprotected, or relatively unprotected,
areas of the United States would claim that
their tax dollars were being diverted to pro-
tect New York and Washington while they
were left naked. And critics would point out
that our strategic offensive force is premised
on a much larger Soviet threat (the ‘possible’,
not the ‘probable’ threat); they would con-
clude that the same principles should be
applied to our strategic defensive forces. For
these and other reasons, I believe that, once
started, an ABM system deployed with the
objective of protecting the United States
against the Soviet Union would require an
expenditure on the order of $40 billion over
a 10-year period. (footnote, page 232).

“, .. if you put these around (deleted)
citles, the Soviet planners are going to re-
target their weapons to all the other cities,
because there is no sense wasting weapons on
(deleted) if you have got all the rest un-
protected. . . . And the danger to the other
citles that aren’t protected 1s increased by
the fact that we protect (deleted) and make
them less vulnerable and therefore Iless
desirable targets. And that new factor s in
addition to the fact that they just have no
protection o begin with.” (page 253).

Secretary McNamara; on Soviet reaction:
“It is the virtual certainty that the Soviets
will act to maintain their deterrent which
easts such grave doubts on the advisability
of our deploying the NIKE-X system for the
protection of our citles against the kind of
heavy, sophisticated missile attack they
could launch in the 1970s. In all probabil~
ity, all we would accomplish would be to
increase greatly both their defense expend-
itures and ours without any gain in real
security to either side.” (Page 59).

Senator Dominick, I just want to be sure,
Mr. Secretary, that I understand this, What
you are saying in this first column is that
the Soviets are technically capable of com-
pletely offsetting a NIKE-ZEUS system so
that it wouldn’t be worth much by the time
it was installed.

Secretary McNamara. Yes, that's true,
They could both technically and financially,
because the financial cost of doing this is
not inany way beyond their budgetary
limits, and not disproportionate to our cost
of having put in the defense system. (Page
238). '

U.S. Reaction to Soviet ABM: Arimg race:
“Although we belleve the strategic mlissile
programs now proposed. will be adequate to
meet the threat, even if the Soviet Union
were to carry out a full-scale deployment of
an ABM system and develop more effective
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ICBM's, we are making a very comprehensive
study of a new long-range missile system,
(page 241).

“. .. I have not alluded In the statement
to the arms race, although 1t would definite-
ly escalate, in my opinion, at great cost and
no real galn to either slde. We are already
reacting to thelr ABM.” (Page 252, respond-
ing to question by Chairman Russell}

McNamara on ABM defense against China:
“It is not clear that we need an ABM de-
fense against China. In any event, the lead
time for deployment of a significant Chinese
offensive force is longer than that required
for U.S. ABM deployment; therefore, the de-
cision for ihe latter need not be made now.”
(Page 60). .

Mr. McGOVERN. I will now read into
the Recorp two or three paragraphs
from that testimony.

The Secretary had this to say:

In this connectlon, it Is worth noting that
had be produced and deployed the Nike-Zeus
system proposed by the Army in 1859 at an
estimated cost of #13 to 8$14 billion. most
of it would have had to be torn out and
replaced, aimost before 1t became operation-
al, by the new misstiles and radars of the
NIKE-X system. By the same token, other
technological developments {n offensive
forces over the next seven years may make
obsolete or drastically degrade the NIKE-X
system as presently envisloned . . . . (page
57).

The Secretary then makes some other
interesting points that, to me, are very
conflicting.

He said:

Even before the systems became operation-
al, pressures would mount for thelr expan-
slon at a cost of still additional billions, The
unprotected, or relatively unprotected, arens
of the United States would clalm that their
tax dollars were being diverted to protect
New York and Washington while they were
left naked.

Mr. CLARK. The origlnal argument
included the suggestion that first 25 and
then 50 of our cities would be protected
by the antiballistic missile system con-
sisting of the peripheral defense called
Spartan, and the spot defense which is
called Sprint. The Pentagon was pres-
sured to make the choice of what cities
should be selected, and they did issue a
list of 26 cities, and then a list of 50
cities.

I was a little concerned at the inade-
quate protection going to some of the
cities in my home State of Pennsylvania.
High up on the list was Charleston, S.C.,
a city with a population in the nelgh-
borhood of 83,000.

It was suggested by me—and I was
taken to task by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. THurmMonp] for the sug-
gestion—that perhaps the Pentagon just
might have been influenced in ehoosing
Charleston, S.C., by the fact thai the
chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee lives in that area.

I am not imputing motives to anyone.
But can one think of the result of the
Pentagon being involved in selecting par-
ticular cities for defense as opposed to
letting 1t be done by the political sgents,
the President and the Congress, and can
anyone think of what chances he would
have to get elected in his own distriet or
State If he did not insist that every city
be included in the area? It would run
the cost up overnight because of the
pragmatic situation I have been talking
ahout.
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Mr. McGOVERN. Secretery McNa-
mara in testifying before the commliitee
said:

For these and other reasons, I belleve that,
once started, an ABM system deployed with
the objective of protecting the Unlted States
against ihe Soviet Unlon would require an
expenditure on the order of 840 billion over
& 10-year perfod. (footnote, page 232)

I can assure the Senator that every
Senator would feel the same way. If my
Btate were to be left out of a defensive
system, I would feel obligated to do
everything I possible could to have it
included.

I would not have any great confidence
in the ability of the system to protect
anybody, but nevertheless with the kingd
of emotional insecurity that exists, even
if there were only some outside chance
that we might hit one of these incoming
missiles, one would want to make every
effort to have his State included.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I point out
what I have pointed out before on the
floor of the Senate, and what I think is
worth repeating.

In the hearings on the antiballistic
missile system conducted by the Sub-
commitiee on Disarmament of the For-
eign Relations Committee, on which sub-
committee I serve-—and originally in ex-
ecutive session, but later the classifica-
tion was removed so that it is now public
information—all of our experts testified
that we could destroy Moscow tomorrow
despite its much vaunted antiballistic
missile system, and that Moscow could
destroy us the day after tomorrow——
Washington, New York—pick the city or
State. The experts were all of the view
that our system would be utterly ineffec-
tive even if it were bullt, because the
technology, which I will not attempt to
describe in detail, requires that the in-
coming missile be Identified by radar
long enough before it reaches its target
to enable the antiballistic missile to go
up and intercept it in outer space, or pos-
sibly very high in space. This cannot be
done because the effect of knocking down
the first missile is to obfuscate the radar
50 that it cannot Identify the on-coming
second or third attacking missile.

Even if that were not true, there are
80 many devices by which the effective-
ness of radar can be destroyed by an ade-
quate offense which s aware of the prob-
lem. that the chances of the second,
third, or fourth missile not gelting
through to its target are almost minimal,

Mr. McGOVERN. I know that the Sen-
ator, who is an expert, which I am not,
has pointed out on the floor of the Sen-
ate a good many times how much more
economical it would be to increase our
offensive power.

Mr. CLARK. Of course, this is Seecre-
tary McNamara's deeply held opinion,
and he has been overruled.

Mr. McGOVERN. A good many of our
armament experts have pointed out over
the years that they hope the Soviets
would build an anti-ballistic-missile sys-
tem because they would be wasting their
money when, by & much smaller expendi-
ture, we could overwhelm that system.

Presumably, it would work the same
way for the other side.

Mr. CLARK. I am sure the Senator is
correct. ‘

Mr. McGOVERN. I would like to read
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into the Rrcorp one ovher paragraph
Irom. the article by Mr. Diamoad. With
reference to the argument that it is not
directed against the Soviets, but against
the Chinese, Mr. Diamoend has this to
BRY:

It Peking is sulcidally mad eid>ugh to
mourt an attack on a couniry possessing 200
tlmes more nuclear power than it has, then
no araount of objective reality in the form
of an American ABM barrier can dissuade
the Chinese from thelr insanity. If the Chi-
nese are bens on nuclear genocide, they
could smuggle an atomic bomb {nto San
Franclsco Hatbor aboard a freigater and
detonate it. N> ABM system can protect us
agalnist such mad adventures.

It seems to me, considering the state
of th2 Chinese economy today and their
missile development, that even if they
did have such an insane¢ notion as at-
tackilg the United States, that would
be the form .t would taks, using a ship
or perhaps smuggling it into the coun-
try in various ways and exploding it in
one of our harbors or cne of our in-
ternal cities, rather than relving on
shooting missiles, a field in which we
clearly have the superiority.

Again, I thank the Senator for his ex-
cellent statement today. I agree with
every word, and I hope thet somehow the
wisdom of his remarks will be heard and
felt in the executive branch.

Mr. CLARE. I thank my friend, the
Senator from South Dakora, for ais sup-
port, which 1 certainly welcome. -

I yield to tae Senator from Michigan
[Mr. HarT].

Mr. HART. Mr. Presider t, I, too, thank
the 3enator from Pennsylvania for
speaking as he has this mornirg. I do
not know whet the odds are that he will
be listened to or that those of us who
say "amen” to him will be heard.

Mr. CLARX. We will hope for the
best.

Mr. HART. I hope we ars not perform-
ing a useless function here this morn-
ing, because I sense that nothing more
important will be discuszed today, to-
morrcw, or any week than the po:nt that
the Senator from Pennsylvania seeks to
call tc our attention. I thank him for do-
ing it.

The Senator from South Dakota made
an important point. As I andersiand it,
the offense outraces the defense all the
time.

Mr. CLARE. This has %een the case
ever since the development of—-well, I
suppo:ic before the developraent of atomic
energy. I am sure I need not remind the
Senator of the maginot line in World
War Il

I believe the Senator is elearly correct.

Mr. HART. My reason for underscor-
ing th.s aspect of the matter is in antici-
pation of a reply that will be made to
us by our critics, those who support the
program that we are criticizing now.
They will say, “So what? When gun-
powder was developed, it outmoced the
bow and arrow,” but our ecritizs will
argue, it was known something would
come along more effective than gun-
powder. Did it follow that we should not
have armed ourselves against those who
used bows and arrows?

The point we are tryins to make is
that scme major power at some point in
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today’s devices of destruction must say,
"Let's stop.”

Mr. CLARK. “Let’s stop and turn
around and deaccelerate this mad arms
race.” ’

Mr. HART. Exactly. I hope sight 1s
not lost of this point in reaction to our
discussion this morning.

Those who propose the limited system
and those who stand here this morning
critical of it speak in an effort—and 1t
is sincerely entertained, I know—to save
lives. Those who want to put up this
sereen advocate it because, os they say,
it will frighten the Chinese, or some-
thing, or it will reassure Paris, or it will
undercut De Gaulle and reassure Berlin,
Many nuances are put into this matter.

Those of us who criticize it say that
if we do not stop at this point, how
can we look forward to any kind of con-
gtructive arms control discusslon. If
we, givén 200 times—or whatever it
is—the offenslve power in these weap-
ons than has China, now say that we
have to put up this limited screen, when
can we in logic look to the Kremlin
to stand still, when we want them to
git down and talk about turning down
the heat in the intcrest of saving lives?

This is perhaps the most important
point the Senstor from Pennsylvania
seeks to make this morning.

Mr. CLARK. I am delighted that the
Senator from Michigan has put his finger
on that point. I agree with him that it
is very important, indeed.

Mr. HART. I heard a wise man com-
ment that logle cries out against this
Hmited system; that politics cries out for
it: that there is no basis in logic for doing
it, and there 15 no political justification
for avoiding it. If we take that approach
to all our problems, we will be In the
kind of deep trouble the Senator from
Pennsylvanla cautions us against.

Mr. CLARK. I wonder whether the
Senator would agree with me that this
is not as politically wise as superficially
it might appear.

Four or five billlon dollars would be
taken out of the cconomy to bulld this
utterly useless antiballistic missile sys-
tem, and that amount would be added to
a contemplated deficit of $30 billlon for
the current year. We are unable to de-
vote the resources essential to remedy
the plight of our citles and even to stop
the riots, if we wish to take that limited
point of view, and more and more people
are beginning to appreciate this fact.
Therefore, the primitive suggestion—I
call 1t primitive advisedly—that the ex-
penditure of this money is good politics
just does not stand up.

1 may well be running for reelection
in Pennsylvania next year. I do not know
whether or not I will. I certainiy would
not have the slightest hesitation in vigor-
ously opposing, during the course of my
campaign, the expenditure of this money
for such a useless purpose. I have suf-
ficient confldence in the commonsense
of the people of my Commonwealth to
belleve that would be the better side of
the political argument.

Mr. HART. I hope that others will con-
sider the point that the Senator from
Pennsylvanias has made and reject, or at
least questlon, the assumption that it is
good politics to put up -this limited
sereen,
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I rise to protest the program not In
the bellef that I am doing something
heroic. I share the notlon of the Senator
from Pennsylvania that there mnay be
no political danger in standing on the
floor of the Senate and saylng that this
program does not make sense. Many peo-
ple belicve it does not make sense, but
do not say so.

Mr. CLARK. Those people, ih my judg-
ment, vastly underestimate the intelli-
gence of the average American voter.

Mr. HART. I believe that the average
American voter will, in his decislen &
year from now, include this action in
the agenda that he will be ticking off.
He knows that we have this morning the
power to Incincrate most of China. He
knows that Chinese leadership knows
that too. The Chinese leadership will be
responsible or irresponsible, and the set-
ting up of a limited screcen will not eon-
tribute to their degreee of responsibillty
7 eents’ worth,

But it will cost us $5 billion to start
with, and on a bookkeeping basis alone,
that makes no sense at all, The Russlans
put up ABM scrcens around several of
their citics. The Unlted States would now
put up s thin screen to proteect, it s
snid, against China in the next few
yvears, On it goes with each step calling
forth greater and newer offensive wea-
pon development, outmoding the scrcens
calling for still more screens. The way to
save llves is for turning down, not up,
and this moment in arms control negoti~
ations calls for us to turn down—or at
least not turn up—this ABM screen.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is cotrect,
I certainly welcome his sunport.

Mr. President, the press in many areas
has been quite inclsive in its analysis of
the futility and, indeed, the folly of the
decision to deploy an antiballistic mis-
sile systemn.

I ask unsnimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks a number of press articles
i‘elatlng to this subject. They are as fol-
ows:

The first is an article entitled “Allles
Forcsee New Danger., Europe Suspects
Thin ABM Is Step to Massive System,”
written by Murray Marder, the well-
known news analyst, and published in
ghe Washington Post for today, October

, 1967.

Sccond, an editorial entitled “Genie
Out of the Bottle,” published in the New
York Times of September 20, 1967, The
editorial takes the position that the de-
cision is unsound.

Third, an editorlal entitled “The
Wrong Race,” published In the Wash-~
ington Post of September 19, 1867, The

- editorial quotes Secretary of Defense

McNamaxa as saying:

There 15 8 kind of mad momentum latrin-
slc to the development of all new nuclear
WeAponry.

Fourth, an article entitled “In the Na-
tion: A Nightmare Debste,” written by
Tom Wicker, and published in the New
York Times of September 19, 1967,

Fifth, an editorial entitled “An Omi-
nous Declsion,” published in the Provi-
dence Journel of September 20, 1967.

Sixth, an article entitled “A Defcnse
Policy and New Dangers,” written by
Adem Yarmolinsky, and published in
the Washington Post of September 28,
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1967, Mr. Yarmolinsky was formerly spe-
clal assistant to Secretary of Defense
Robkert S. McNamara and is currently a
professor of law at Harvard University.

Seventh, an article entitled ‘‘State of
Affairs,” written by Clayton Fritchey,
and released on September 25, 1967, by
the syndicate which publishes M.
Fritchey’s able column.

Eighth, an article entitled “New Soviet
Crisis Seen Over U.8. Missile Plan,” writ-
ten by Victor Zorza, who writes for the
Manchester Guardian. The article is the
first in a series and was reprinted in the
Washington Post of September 20, 1967.

Ninth, an article published in the New
Yorker magazine of September 30, 1967.
It is the flrst item in the column, The
Talk of the Town, which is always at the
front of that brilliant weekly.

Mr. President, I belleve that these
statements of the press represent the
most intelligent public reaction to this
decislon. I hope that they will be read
most carcfully by all readers of the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Pennsylvania?

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the Washlngton Post, Qct. 9, 1867]
Arrigs Fonssge NEw Daneer—EUROPE SUS-
rECTY THIN ABM Is Syer 1o Massive Sys-

TEM

(By Murrey Marder)

A rumble of suspiclon is spreading in West-
ern Europe about the intensions behind the
“Ught” nnti-miessile system aanounced by
the United States last month.

Defense Sccretary Robert S. McNamars, in
unvoiling the 86 billlon project on Sept. 18,
stressed that it was solely designed *'to deter
China from nuclear blackmail,” A McNamara
deputy, Assistant Secretary Paul C. Warnks,
on Friday publicly underscored that lireited
objective.

Meany European experts (and some Amerl-
can speclallsts as well) suspect, however,
that the Mmited *“China-oriented” anti-bal-
latic missile plan 1s the trst step toward
what the Johnson Administration adamantly
inststs it 1s not:

An ultimate, massive ABM system to try
to ward off danger of a Soviet miselle attack,
metchod by sh equally massive Russian de-
ployment to protect Soviet territory.

It 1s McNamara’s determined desire, which
Wearnke reiterated for the Johnson Adminis-
tration, to avoid that kind of an outcome
by getiing Soviet agreoment to mit a mis-
sile race spiral. But the skeptics maintain
that the U.8, foot has now Jolned the Soviet
foot on the escalator.

The susplcion in FEurope and elsewhere
about the end result is not directed so much
at McNamara's or the Administration's de-
slres or objectives, but at their abllity to
accomplish them.

Despite Administration denials, the skep-
tics attribute the U.S. decislon to launch a
lmited ABM system to Internal politlcal-
military-industrial pressures in the United
States, rather than to planned defense ob-
joctives. These pressures, they belleve, will
drive the United States into just the anti-
missile race the Administration is pledged to
endeavor to escape.

An advance guard of Western Buropeans is
heginning to worry if this will leave thelr
security more dependent than ever on the
two superpowers. They fear that Western
Europe may be exposed to new danger as the
United Btates and the Soviet Union mutually
reinforce thelr own defenses. .

What 1s potentielly more troublesome for
the two nuclear giants ls that Western Eu-
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rope’s leaders are far readier than ever to
challenge Washington-Moscow decisions that
affect their fate. Moreover, they have oppor-
tunity to do so by footdragging on some-
thing that the superpowers want—the pend-
ing treaty to ban the apread of nuclear
weapons,
EFFECTIVENESS OF SYSTEMS

So far, the relatively few BEuropeans who
have come to grips with the anti-missile
problem are divided on the effectivencss of
ABM systems and their impact on Europe.
But even if their thinking does not coslesce,
it can still mean grief for Washington par-
ticularly and for the North Atlantic Alliance.

At Ankara, Turkey, in a Sept. 28-29 meet~
ing of the seven-nation Allied Nuclear Plan-
ning Group, McNamsara succeeded In mollify-
ing Western defense ministers about the
American declsion of Sept. 18 to deploy &
“light” ABM system. It was sprung upon
them with short notice, and no consuitation,
even though Britaln had been scheduled
since Aprll to report at the meeting on the
ramifications of a possible anti-missile sys-
tem for Western Europe.

Once again, McNamara's dazzling style of
showering statistics and ratlonales on skep-
tics apparently was effective. But past per-
formance shows that this technlque often
only suppresses doubt, without eliminating
it. There are some indlcations that a “morn-
ing after” reaction already ls developing.

Inquiries by The Washington Post in
Western European capitals show there ls
widespread belief that political factors pro-
duced the U.3. decision of Sept. 18 for a
limited ABM deployment.

EUSPICION AROUSED

This conviction, In turn, has aroused Eu-
ropean suspiclon that political and “milt-
tary-industrial” forces inslde the United
States will, in turn, push it into massive
ABM deployment, over McNamara's opposi-
tion, If necessary. McNamara has inglsted
that the result would be only a mutually-
offsetting expenditure of about 840 billion
each for the Soviet Unlon and the United
States, without any gain in security, be-
cause each nation’s offense could penetrate
the other’s defense.

According to Amerlcan sources, the pollti-
cal susplelon 18 correct so far as the timing
of the Johnson Administration’s Sept. 18
decislon was concerned. The Admintstration,
Inevitably, has denled that politics influ-
enced its decislon in any way.

The Unlted States, in the absence of So-
viet readiness to begin talks on limiting
nuclear missilery, was originally headed, ac-
cording to unofiicial sources, toward a De-
cember announcement of a “light” ABM de-
ployment.

President Johnson, however, confronted
with soaring Congressional opposition on
all fronts, suddenly accelerated the ABM
timetable in an effort to ease the political
Pressures upon him, according te informed
sources.

HEARINGS PLANNED

Among the President's typically multiple
objectives, 1t is sald, was a desire to out-
flank zealous pro-ABM forces In hearings
planned by Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-
Wash.), plus an attempt to solicit support
Tor the President’s stymied tax increase pro-
posal from pro-ABM members of Congress.

The ABM announcement was geared to
help counter charges from hawks on Viet-
nam policy that the administration addi-
tlonaily was risking the Natlon's defenses
by avolding any ABM deployment.

A Dblanket denlal that any “Outside and
unrelated pressures” influenced the Admin-
istration's ABM decision was newly made
Friday by Assistant Defense BSecretary
Warnke. The “decision to deploy.,” he sald
in a major Administration speech, “resulted
solely from a careful consideration of the
security interests of the United States and
its Allles.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The “Chinese-oriented ABM system,” sald
Warnke, was carefully designed to avoid trig-
gering “an acceleration of the strategic arms
race with the Soviet Union.” By building pro-
tection against the outside possibllity that
“the Chinesa leadership might panie and
press the button,” he sald, the Unlted States
sought to remove doubts among Asians who
azk, “for example, it the United States would
really be willlng to risk Detrolt to save a
small Aslan nation.”

NUCLEAR TREATY

Speclal concern, sald Warnke, was given to
the question of whether this thin ABM de-
ployment might tmpair American-Soviet ef-
forts to achieve a treaty to halt the spread
of nuclear weapons. "We came to the con-
clusion.” he said, “that our Chinese-oriented
ABM deployment should make It easler, and
not harder, for countries In Asia to sign the
NPT (non-proliferation treaty) .

No attempt, however, was made to make
the same claim where the Europeans are
concerned. The dectision, in fact, has had the
reverse cffect there.

To the Western Europeans, China ia very
Temate. its potential physjcal threat to tuem
is remote, and extra suspiclon therefore falla
on the U.S. decislon.

Western Europeans, preoccupied with the
8Bovlet Union and their own security, auto-
matically interpreted the U.8. decision In
that dimension.

What looms {n West Germany's official con-
cern is that the nuclear non-proliferation
treaty that the Soviet Union and the United
States are urging it to participate in, might
preciude a Western European anti-missile
systems, because an ABM system employs nu-
clear warheads to knock down incoming
miesiles.

REACTION IN BONN

From Bonn, Dan Morgan of The Washing-
ton Post Foreign Service reported that the
American ABM decision has further under-
mined the credibility of U.B. intentions about
the nuclear treaty. Some Germans are con-
tending that the US8. action has cast doubt
on the stability of the existing nuclear “bal-
lance of terror,” and that the whole structure
of defense concepts may require recxamina-
tlon.

But paradoxically, the British position, as
stated at Scarborough, England, last week by
Defensc Minister Den{s Henley is that: “There
is no evidence whatsoever that any ABM sys-
tem of which we have any knowledge today
will producs a meaningful deterrent against
8 malor nuclear power.”

Healey expressed a similar position In pri-
vate Lalks at Ankara with defense ministers
of tha United States, Germany, Italy, Tur-
key, Canada and the MNetherlands.

There the defense chiefs discuered, {ucon-
clusively, whether any anti-missile system
could be effective against the seven or eight
hundred Soviet intermediate-range ballistic
missiles targeted on Western Europe. The
shorter range makes the problem technotogi-
cally different from countering missiles fAred
between continents. Beyond that, Europe's
close, crowded citles compound the problem
ol operating separate, national systems. The
alternative, a multinational anti-missile sys-
tem, ralses the famlilar nuclear force di-
lemma of who will pay for {t, and more Im-
portantly, whoee finger will be on the trigger.

EFFICACY DISPUTED

At the top, officlal level {n Britaln, the
Washington Post bureau in London reported,
one source sald he accepis the American word
that its limlited ABM Is directed at China and
not agalnst Russla. But he disputed the
efficacy of that systeln and expressed bellef
1t was adopted only because of Intense poiit-
lcal pressure in the United States.

An American counter-argument in this de-
bate which is carrted on largely behind the
scenes, 1s this: Britain cannot admit that any
ABM system Is effective, for to do so would
be to nullify Britain's own limited nuclear
offenslve farce,
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From. Paris, Don Louchhelm of Th2: Wash-
ington Post Fcrelgn Service reported that
French officlals are having a fleld day with
the dizquiet caised by the Amerlc:n decl-
sion. .

“Predlictably,” he reported, “he French “see
& new vindlcation for thelr policy of dis-
engagement frofa the Atlantic Alliance,” and
are “playing up the fact that there was little
or no consultation before the decision.”

“"Some Frenchmen have cven sugpgested
that by creatinz an antl-milsstle barrier in
the Un:ted States, Washington has made Eu-
rope more vuln:rable, as a common enemy
might prefer to send its nuclear weapons
toward undefencled targets.”

REAI'FIRMING THE:IS

"The French, therefore, are quietly capl-
tallzing on the ABM decision to reaffirm their
thesis that 1. Europe must fend for Itself;
2. A separate French nuclear force -5 more
necessary than ever, and 3. NATO is for all
practlcel purposas an American-pawn, where
Washington calls the tune unilaterally and
everyone must dance to it, whether they
agree or not."

Gen. Plerre Gallois and ofter Frerch nu-
clear sirategists maintaln that the limited
French nuclear force, dellvertig weapons by
low-fiylag supersonie planes, ean elude any
anti-missile defense. The French contend,
Louchhalm reported, that at comparatively
low cost, new at.ack systems can be devised,
rendering each rew defensive screen & castly
anachrcnism,

By uninterested timing, the new A3M de-
bate inside the Alllance coincides with a con-
ference in Ditckley, England, this week on
proposa’s for modernizing the North Atlantic
Treaty Organizatlon to cope with the prob-
lems of the future.

Deputy Under Secretary of State Foy D.
Kohler heads on¢ of four subcommittees that
will coordinate their private report: in a
study initiated last year by Belgian Tforelgn
Ministe: Plerre Harmel. These projections
are scheduled tc be presented to the NATO
foreign ministers at their December meeting
in Brussels.

The wpecific subject of a possible ABM
system lor Western Europe, however, pres-
ently 1= not scaeduled for “urther major
discussions until a spring meeting in The
Hague of the NA'TO Nuclear Planning Group.
These aiditional studies were requested, at
Ankara, by West Germany and Italy. But in-
evitably the ABM dilemma for Western Eu-
rope canb tecur ard rebound almost anywhere
in Europe.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 20 1967]
GrNIE OUT oF THE BOTTLE

Secretary McNamara's San  Francisco
speech was evidantly a replay of his bril-
liantly i1cagoned, Impassioned appeal 1o Pre-
mier Eosygin at Glassboro to halt a danger-
ous new round in the strategic nuclear arms
race.

Between these two speeches there inter-
vened President Johnson's decision tc¢ build
a "light” anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) sys-
tem, probably designed for defense sgainst
the Republicans us much as ageinst the Com-
munist Chinese. 'The question now i wheth-
er this sucondary decision, taken on wtat Mr.
McMNamara calle "marginal grounds ™ will
thwart zhe country's major security objec-
tive: to get the arms race und«r control. We
do not think this will advance i1,

Mr. Jochnson his thrown a $5-billicn fish
to the cats. Wil it quiet the country’s mili-
tary-industrial complex and 1ts Congres-
sional spoKesmer.? Or will construct.on of
the proposed ABM defensge lead to irresistible
political pressure to build a $40-bliHon de-
fense program for 25 cltles, then fifty or
more? The initial Indications are thnt the
advocates of heavy anti-misetle defens:s will
not be appeased.

The illusory argument that population will
be truly protected by ABM's end casualiles
reduced has a pol.tical appeal that the coun~
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ter arguments, for all their logic, cannot
match. The fact tends to get lost that of-
fense always outruns the defense and that
both the Soviet Union and the Unlted States
can bulld sufficient weapons to overwhelm
the other's ABM system,

The probable effect on this country—a vast
and essentlally useless escalation of arma-
ments expenditure in money and resources—
is bad enough; even more dangerous 1s the
likely effect on Russia.

“The Soviet Unilon and the United States
mutually influenice one another's strategic
plans,” Mr. McNamara points out. “Actions
—or even realistically potential actions—on
either side relating to the bulld-up of nu-
clear forces, be they either offensive or de-
fensive weapons, necessarily trigger reactions
on the other side. It is precisely this action-
reaction phenomenon that fuels an arms
race.”

The Soviet Union may be reasonably sure
that the current American intention s not
to go beyond a defense agalnst the relatively
weak Chinese threat; but they also know
that present American Intentions could
change and that there are domestic Ameri-
can political pressures which prove especially
effectlve every two years as elections ap-
proach. Thus what appears clear to Ameri~
cans—that the ABM system is in fact being
built primarily to cope with China—may
not appear so clear to Russians. And if they
act according to their fears, as they usually
do, the race will be on again.

The irony in the decision to go ahead at
this point with anti-missile defense is that,
as Mr. McNamara said, “none of the systems
at the present or foreseeable state of the art
would. provide an impenetrable shield over
the United States.” The Soviet Unlon can
build enough nuclear warheads to saturate
any level of American defense. Even a
Chinese missile attack on a small scale would
probably destroy several American citles.
Security against China will continue to rest
largely on deterrence—and that means the
existence of overwhelming offenslve strength.

Some Administrative advisers belleve
American work on an anti-missile system
will speed a Soviet response to American
proposals for limitation of offensive and de-
Ffensive missiles. But the Russians have more
than sufficlent incentive to open negotia-
tlons; the multiple-warhead offensive mls-
sels the United States already is bullding
will be able to penetrate Soviet defenses,

The decislon to go ahead with a limited
ABM system makes 1t less likely that the
genie of & new nuclear arms race can be put
back into the bottle. But it remains impera-
tive that every effort continue to bring it
under some kind of control. '

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 19, 1967]
THE WRONG RACE

“There 18 a kind of mad momentum In-
trinsic to the development of all new nuclear
weaponry,” Secretary McNamara sald yes-
terday in announcing President Johnson’s
decision to Ingtall a “thin,” “China-oriented”
$5 billion anti-ballistic missile system over
the next five years. And he added: “The
danger in deploying this . . . system 1s going
t0 be that pressures will develod to expand
it into a heavy Soviet-oriented ABM system.”

‘This is indeed the danger, and 1t is demon-
strated in no small way by the very declsion
which Mr. McNamara made the occasion for
an eloquent and compelling argument
agalnst a race for armaments and in favor of
8 ‘“race toward reasonableness,” Just last
January, Mr. McNamara was telling the Sen-
ate Armed Services that a decision to bulld
a Chinese-orlented ABM system “need not
be made this year.” In the meantime, he has
produced no fresh evidence which would sug-
gest a heightened Chinese threat. There has,
however, been very heightened political pres-
sure for anh American ABM system to counter
suspected ABM deployments by the Russians,
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One can only conjecture whether this pres-
sure may not have had something to do with
the decision to announce the beginnings of a
“thin,” anti-Chinese ABM system at this
time, and wonder, too, about the ‘“ressonable-
ness” of this.

Still less is the layman able to judge with
much competence whether such a ‘“thin”
system 1s needed at all. On this point, the
word and judgment of those who possess the
intelligence data and the incredibly intricate
technical knowledge must be taken largely on
faith, for there was little in the Secretary’s
address to document this need.

Where Mr. McNamara was considerably
more persuasive, however, was in his argu-
ment that the next step—towards a heavy
ABM system—would take us &nd the Rus-
slans off on a “foolish and reckless course.”
It would, the Secretary sald, be a strong
inducement for the Soviets to ‘“vastly in-
crease their own offensive forces.” And this,
he added, would “make it necessary for us
to respond In turn—and so the arms race
would rush hopelessly on to no sensible pur-
pose on either side.”

This is the heart of the matter. And if we
are obliged to assume that the Administra-
tion knows what it’s talking about when it
talks of the need for a ‘thin,” Chinese-
oriented ABM system, we must also assume
that our officials and our experts anc our
sclentists also know what they are talking
about when they say that the Russlan-
American nuclear arms race has passed the
point where either contestant can hope to
gain decisively by continuing 1it.

If the Russians want to continue it any-
way, out of false hope or for their own
internal political needs, they would nct re-
quire the pretext of the President’s decision
to deploy a hew ABM missile system. Pre-
texts for arms spending can always be found.
Conversely, If they see some merlt in an
agreement which would ratify the current
stand-off, and slow or halt the nuclear arms
race, they can quite readily ignore our ABM
deployment; for they are, after all, installing
some such system of their own.

It is up to them—and up to us. If there
18 to be a race towards reasonableness, as
Mr, McNamara rightly said, “we had Lketter
all run that race.” .

[From the New York Times, Sept. 18, 1967]
In THE NATION: A NIGHTMARE DEBATE
(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, September 18.—Secretary Mc-
Namara, in announcing the Administration’s
decision to build a lUmited missile defense
system, provided an unusual glimpse into
the grisly, Strangelovish world of mega-
tonnage and “assured destruction,” where it
makes no sense to “over-destroy” a target,
but where one calculates how many millions
of people must be lncinerated before the
damage becomes “unacceptable” to a soclety
that wants to remain *“viable.”

All of that, of course, is merely horrible.
The nuclear planner's world becomes truly
grotesque—a mantacal joke on humanity—
only when it is realized that nuclear *capa~
bility” 1s both fearsomely destructive and
practically impotent.

As McNamara points out, nuclear capa-
bility cannot stop subversion in Southeast
Asia or force commercidl concessions in
Africa or keep Latin America subservient to
‘Washington’s wishes. Nuclear capability 1s
not ke the British Navy in the nineteenth
century, or the Marines, or the Green Berets,
it has none of the practical possibilities for
asserting power or persuading the recalcit-
rant that all other weapons possess.

Thus, American nuclear capability, at root,
exists to convince Russian nuclear capability
that it cennot destroy the United States
without causing the Soviet Unlon to be
destroyed, too; and Soviet nuclear capability
exists for the reverse reason. To use either
for a lesser purpose would be both im-
practical and dangerous.
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This is the macabre proposition that lies at
the root of the dangerous and divisive
political debate that 1s sure to follow
MecNamara's chilllng speech. The question at
issue will be whether the terrible balance
that renders both Soviet and American
nuclear power useless for anything but
mutual destruction is slowly being disrupted
so that nuclear warfare, however infernal,
might hecome a practical proposition for the
Soviet Union.

Already, Influential members of Congress—
backed by some powerful military volces—
are saying that the limited missile defense
system to be erected against possible Chinese
attack should be expanded into a massive
system capable of defending against a Soviet
attack. McNamara argued vigorously agalnst
this proposition with the nightmare logic
that makes the nuclear planner’s world so
incredible and so blood-curdling.

Building s defense against Soviet attack,
he sald, would cause the Soviets vastly to
increase thelr offensive capability. At the
same time they would surely deploy their
own defensive system to match ours, so that
the Unlted States would have to improve the
American offensive ability. In the end, both
sides would have spent billlons; nelther
would have achieved additiohal security;
and the arms race would have spiraled a
notch higher toward that point where the
ultimate confrontation might become inevi-
table.

The counter-arguments are that the Soviet
Union will not in the long run have the tech-
nical and industrial capacity to maintain
such a nuclear race with the TUnited
States; but that if Moscow deploys a missile
defense first, the Soviets may come to be-
lieve that the American nuclear capability
is no longer effective, and that they can
launch a nuclear war without being them-
selves destroyed. There are also those who
believe that the Soviets already may have
made significant gains in defensive technol~
ogy, which the United States will have to
match.

At a less rarefied level of argument, there
is not much doubt that if the Soviets do pro-
ceed with a misslle defense, any American
administration is likely to come under t{re-
mendous political pressure to match 1, on
the grounds that the security of the Ameri-
can people is at stake.

Thus, in announcing plans to build the
limited defense system, the Administration
took several calculated risks, One was that
the announcement would end any chance of
negotiations with the Soviets on nuclear
arms limitations—although McNemara him-
self believes the limited nature of the Ad-
ministration plan will, instead, encourage
the Soviets to take part in such talks,

Another was that taking the little step
will produce Iirresistable political pressure
for taking a large step that McNamara plain-
ly labeled dangerous and foolish, since he
belleves 1t would set both Washington and
Moscow off on another form of nuclear arms
race.

Finally, if the Soviets believe the limited
defense system 1s only a first step in a larger
system erected agalnst thelr nuclear power,
they might move ahead with their own de-
fenses., That would leave McNamara and the
Administration no cholce but to enter the
“foolish and reckless” competition they hope

.to avold.

[From the Providence Journal, Sept. 20, 1967]
AN OMINOUS DECISION

The administration’s declsion to start
building an antl-misslle defense system
opens an ominous new chapter in the nu-
clear arms race. It also puts the nation on a
course that is clouded with doubts, uncer-
tainties, and imponderables.

This 1s to be only a “thin” anti-missile
deployment. As Defense Secretary McNamara
pointed out, no existing or foreseeable de-
fensive system could present an effective
counter to a massive enemy attack on this
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country lnvolving swarms of sophisticated
ballistic misslles. The offense still enjoye a
wide margin of superiority over the defense
in this area. No matter how elaborate the
defense system may be, It can be penetrated
and frustrated If the attacker has at his dis-
posal large numbers of missllea equipped
with presently avallable penetration alds,
Both Soviet Russla and the United States
now have arsenals of such missiles, Mr. Mc-~
Namara says, and nelther can erect an effec-
tive defense against them.

Why, then was the decision made to pro-
ceed with any anti-missile deployment? It
was made, Mr. McHamare explains, not to
protect against an attack from Soviet Russia,
but to protect against Communist China.
The Red Chinese now are developing & nu-
clear capacity. By the mld-1970s they are ex-
pected to have a few long-range ballistic
missiles with nuclear warheads. At that time,
Mr. McNamara says, Red China might be s0
“incautious” as to atiempt e nuclear attack
on the United States.

“It would bz insane and sulcidal for her to
do 80, Mr. McNamara adds, "but one can
concelve conditlons under which China
might miscalculate. We wish to reduce such
possibilities to the mintmum.”

The “thin" deploymeni outlined by the
administration, it is hoped, would be ade-
quats to counter the relatively few and rela-
tively unsophisticated nuclear missiles that
China will have by the 1870s.

The price of this “thin” deployment of an
anti-missila missile system comes high. Some
four billion dollars aiready has been spent
over the last seven years on preliminary de-
velopment. Mr. McNamara suggests that an
additional five billlon may bring the system
into being, though that estimate could bal-
loon {0 & much higher figure as the com-
plexities are worked out.

But far more disquieting than the costs in-
volved are the pressures from many Airec-
tione that are certain to be stimulated by this
decislon.

Some of the members of Congress—with
Sen. John O. Pastore in the lead— already are
demanding that we plunge ahead beyond the
proposed “‘thin" deployment and erect a far
more elaborate defensive system. They are
guite unmoved by Mr. McNamara's argu-
ments that such a system would be utterly
futile.

No matter how carefully the “thin deploy-
ment 18 worked out, there are certaln to be
some cities or some reglons that feel they
have been neglected. The consequence Inevi-
tably wlll be pressures from these citles or
regions to extend the system to give them
“protection.”

Nor are our friends abroad likely to view
this development with complscency. Some
of them' are possible targets of nuclear black-
malil from Red China. If they sce us erecting
an umbrella to protect ourselves from the
Chinese threat, 1s it not logical to expect that
they will pressure us to extend the umbrella
to Include them?

More subtle pressures unguestionably will
be brought to bear by the aerospace indus-
trles that will profit by thie huge expendi-
ture for an anti-misstle system. The inanclal
community already is fingering the potentlal
galners, and the reaction in Wall Street to
Mr. McNamara's announcement was & surge
in the prices of stock of affected companies.

The total effect of these varlous pressures
will be a massive effort to force us far be-
yond the relatively modest proposal outlined
by Mr. McNamara. The Defense Secretary
must have been aware of this consequence,
for at one point in his address he observed:
“There 1s kind of mad momentun. intrin-
sic to the development of all nuclear weap-
onry.”

There is, indeed, and a serlous problem for
the nation in the period ahead almost surely
will be trying to keep our wits and our sense
of values as we are swept along on this “mad
momentum.”

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 28, 1967]
A DzrensE PoLICY &AND Nxw DANGERS
{By Adam Yarmolinaky)

{Nore.—The writer, former speclal assist-
ant to Defenss Secretary Robsrt 8. Mc-
Namara, I8 currently a professor of law at
Harvard University ) ’

The adminlstration's decision to produce
a light antl-ballistic missile system as a de-
Tense ageinst the threat of a possible Chinesa
nuclear attack by the mid-1970's was her-
alded by the most carefully bedged pro-
nouncement of major miliitary policy ever
delivered in public. But all that care may
pot have been enough to prevent a new arms
race.

Secretary McNamara spent the great bulk
of his oversize (for him) San Franclsco
speech explaining why an antl-ballistic mis-
slle system aimed at Soviet misslles would
do us no good at all. BEe rrgued that the only
reascnable U.B, response to a major 8ovlet
anti-missile bulldup would be to increase
the number and sophistication of our own
misstles, so that we would be guite sure that
we suill had what 18 called an assured sec-
ond-strike eapability. That is Pentagon lan-
guage for the power to get through and
knock out the Soviet Union with our surviv-
ing nuclear weapons, even after we had sus-
tained the heavlest strike the Russians could
launch against us. He aleo pointed out that
the inevitable Soviet response to a U.S.
antl-ballistic missile system almed at catch-
ing thelr missiles in midair would be to bulld
up their nuclear arsenal until they could
saturate any ABM system we set up—and
there was no doub. sbout their having the
resources to do it. He went on to say that
the United States had clear nuclear superior-
ity over the Soviet Unlon—in raw mega-
tonage. as well as in numbers of weapons
dellverable on target—but that this su-
periority, which would continue for the fore-
seeable future, did not and could not prevent
the Soviets from acquiring a sccond-strike
capabllity of their own.

With both sides able to destroy each other,
but only at the price of seif-destruction, we
and the Soviets are indeed like Churchill's
two scorpions in a bottle, and nuclear power
is indeed an Ingtrument of very limited ef-
fectiveness. In Berlin, in Korea, in Vietnam,
nuclear power is of no value, on elther side.

But the United Btates is still about to
bulld an ABM system designied to catch any
Chinese missile that might be thrown
at us In the next decade. Secretary McNam-
ara was a great pains to emphasize that
neither the antl-Chinese system nor any
systemn we could deploy would be effective
against Soviet missiles. And he warned of
the twin dangers of persuading ourselves
thet, with an anti-Chinese ABM system,
our nuclear power could somehow substitute
for conventional forces In Asia, or of sliding
into the production of a more elaborate
system directed against the Soviets.

There are & number of questions, how-
ever, that were not ralsed In his speech:
why should the United States abandon
rellance on its nuclear deterrent as an
effectlve means to persiiade the Chinese not
to risk sell-destruction? What If the Chi-
nese were to threaten the United States
with & surface misslle based on a junk
anchored a hundred miles off the California
coast? Or a suitcase bomb smuggied Into the
countrv? If we can, and must rely on the
deterrence of our assured second-strike capa-
bllity not to blackmailed by theso possibil-
ities, why can't we rely on deterrence against
Chinese TICBMs?

Bur the decision has been taken. The
important issue now {s whether we can
avoid dangers foreshadowed in the
McNamara speech. Is it really possible to re-
8lst the pressures to expand the new system?
If the profected talks with the Soviets
fail to produce mutual restraints on buiiding
ABMs, will we find ourselves in another atage
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of the nuclear arms race that gives us no
more inilitary security, consumes tmmense
resources, and cnly makes it harder o reach
essential political agreement: like the non-
proliferation treaty

Even Bovlet sclentlsts concede thet a po-
litical declsion by the Soviet Government
to deploy & major ABM systen would be irra-
tional. Burely the United States can avold
playing follow-the-leader In eo senseless
and dongerous a game. The issue ts com-
plex, Lut not o complex that It can’t he
understood, If properly expleined, by those
who will stop to read about 1t. President
Etsenhower's warning about the military in-
dustrial complex I8 relevant here, but with
vigilan e 1t can be resisted, particularly since
the defense budget has been remarkably
weli-protected [rom the kind of congres-
slonal log-rolling that goes on wiih, say,
rlvers und harbor appropriat.ons.

{From Newsday, Sept. £5, 1967]
8TATE OF AFFAIRS
(By Clayton Fritchey)

Nezw Yorx.—There Is one unremarked
peculiarity about the Administration’'s new
“light” defense agalnst the Chinese nuclear
missiles. which calls for further expl.nation.

The oullding of tbe projected ant -ballls-
tic misslle (ABM) system apparently can be
stoppec in its tracks by merely one ussian
diplomatic move, or at least that scems to
be the message that emerges from further
study of Defence Secretary McNamara's ex-
position of the government’s present cuclear
strategys.

Not having any falth in the effeciveness
of ABMs, and Erowing they might ultimately
cost the U.S. #10 billlon or more, the Ad-
ministration has been trying for moaths to
get an pgreement with Russia against their
deployraent, eltier on a “heavy” or “light”
scale.

Now, however, under increasing political
and military pressure to bulld an arti-mis-
sile system in the U.8., the Adminisiration
has glven grourd, but it is significant that
1t empl.asizes it has not lost hope that it can
still reach an agreement with Russia to halt
an ABM . race.

McNamara is still polntedly saying “Both
our naions would benefit from a properly
safeguarded agreement first to limit, and
later i« reduce, both our offensive end de-
fensive strategl: auclear forces.” And he
added, "We hope we can . . . achieve such an
agreemaont.” Later, the State Depariment’s
spokesnian sald the same thing. “We intend
to continue tryir.g.” he said.

Begioning today, Secretary of State Rusk
will be at the Unlted Natlons for &« week,
where he will be discussing mrissiles ‘among
other things) with Andrel Gromyko, she So-
viet Foreign Minlster. The U.8. Ambassador
to Russ.a, Llewellyn Thompsor:, and the chief
U S. disirmament negotiator, Willlam C, Fos-
ter, alsc will be on hand.

But I Russla accedes to oar wishes, and
agrees o an AEM Ifreeze, what happens to
the Adininistrat.on's newly-announced plan
for a m ssile defense system against Cymmu-
nlst China? The implication is that it would
be dropped, but Intentlonally or not, there
remalins: some confusion about this.

It goes withourt saylng that Russia would
hardly igree to a freeze if the U.S. insisted
on going ahead, is planned, for the next flve
years w.th an new ABM systern which could
be used to deferd against Russia as well as
China. But if the Administration halts its
ABM program {n order to get the agr:ement
1t desires 30 mu:h, does that leave taie US.
exposed to a& Chinese nuclear attack? Or was
that threat mottly conjured up to justify
spending billions to develop the ABMs?

Alas, poor McNamara: It a.ways devolves
on him to try to explain to the public why
it Is urgent for the Administration to do
things that it previously had sald were un-
desirable, unnecessary, impracticable, 3xtrav-
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agant, end dengerous. Such as bombing Ila~
nol and Halphong. Such s the “barrler”
acrose Vietnam. Buch as the new ABM de-
fense.

In snncuncing the anti-Chinese missile
plan, McNamare mede a withering atiack on
the whole ABM principle of defense. He vir-
tually reduced 1t to fantasy. As a clincher,
he sald: “The four prominent scientiats (who
sorved as advisers to Elsenhower, Kennedy,
and Johnson) have unanimously recom-
mended against the deployment of an ABM
system designed to protect our population
against Soviet attack.” ’

MeNamara’s case against the effectiveness
of ABMs s, in fact, so logical and overwhelm-
ing that it 1s hard to take seriously his in-
volved oxplanation of why 1t is neverthe-
less ‘necessary to develop ah ABM system to
suve ourselves from China. Peking has al-
rendy astonished the world with the speed
of 1ts nuclenr development. If, as McNamara
says, Bussia can easily penetrate the "heav-
lest” possible ABM defenke, 1t surely cannot
be long before Ching 1s able to penetrato a
“Ught' one.

The ABMs may not prove very effective
ngalnst China when it develops long-range
nuclear capacity, but momentarlly at least
they have knocked the wind out of Adminis-
tration critics who had hoped to make polit-
leal capital of the issue, which, after all, is
an important misslon, too.

Even more important, though, 1s what the
Administration will say when and if the U.S.
and Russia agree on an ABM freeze. Who will
be tapped to tell the American public why
China is suddenly no longer a nuclear threat
to the U.8., and hence the new antl-missile
system 18 no longer needed? Wc hope it 1sn't
McNamara. He deserves relief,

[From the Washington Post, Sspt. 20, 1087]

New Sovier Crisrs SEEN Over U.S. MissiLe
Prax -
{By Victor Zorza)

Secretary of Defense Robert 8, McNamara’s
announcement that the Unlted States 1s to
bulld an ABM system to protect itsclf against
Chlna threatens to precipitate a major crials
in the Kremlin, of the kind that led to the
fall of Khrushchev in 1964, -

Many Soviet leaders will inslst, in aplte of
McNamara’s strenuous effort to  reassure
them, that the American ABM system s de-
aigned to neutralize not only Chinese but
also Soviet misslles, They will therefore use
the American announcement as ammuni-
tlon in their struggle, which has grown in-
creasingly intense in recent months, to get a
much bigger slice of the natlon’s resources
for a major rearmament program.

In this struggle Brezhnev, the party secre-
tary, stands by and large on the mllitary
platform, and Premier Kosygin on the clvil-
lan,

Evidence gloancd between the lines of the
Soviet press shows that Kosygin’s position
has already been dangerously undermined
by the military political lobby. It 15 now in
danger of collapsing altogether.

The ERremlin policy struggle 15 not &
stralght-forward contest between clvilians
and military. Nor 1s it a stark confrontation
between those who stmply want more money
for defense, and those who prefer to have
more consunter goods. Within this rough and
ready outline, it 1s possible to discern con-
tradictory ftrends and cross-curronts, the
most important of which concerns the Soviet
ABM program,

Whether the Soviet Unlon 13 to bulld a
full-fledlged ABM systom has becn a major
political issue in the Kremlin for many years.
There i3 no reason to assume that the ABM
installations around Moscow represent an ad-
vanced system. There la even less reason to
make any such assumption about Soviet
installations elsewhere—near Leningrad and
Tallln, nest of the Urals, or in South Russia.

ey

EFFICACY QUESTIONED

The latest outburst of the Soviet ABM de-
bate becams evident in February, when some
of Russia's highest military suthorities took
mutually contradictory positions in public
on the efficacy of the Soviet system. Some of
the statements, made on Armed Forces Day,
could be read as saying that the Soviet ABM
aystom was capable of providing reliable de-
fenses—while others scomed designed to sug-
gest that it provided no such thing.

The controversy was still at full tiIt earller
this month when Marshal Kryloy, the com-~
mander-in-chie? of the strategic inlasile
forces, listed publicly the factors which “en-
sure that rockets are virtually invulnerable,
especially when used en magse.”

Yor Krylov to say that missiles are “virtu-
ally invulnerable” is to dony any validity to
the argument In favor of a Soviet ABM. For
him to argue that large numbers make them
even less vulnerable is to say that he wants
more misstles, not more ABMs. This 18 much
the some as McNamara's own arguments
agalnst those who want an anti-Soviet ABM.

The contrary view has been expressed most
recently by Marshal Chulkov, the head of
civil défense, who lated “our ABM" as belng
amonpg “the bhest means of defending our
country against a nuclear attack.” It was
thelr task to ensure, he sald, that hostlle
missiles “will be destroyed even before they
approach Soviet borders.,

The inconclusive nature of the Soviet pol-
debate and the shifting allgnments with-
in even the military lendership, are hest
shown by the fact that during the February
outburst Marshal Chulkov was still among
those who tended to cast doubt on the
effectiveness on an ABM.

PREBSURE INCREASES

But after February 1t hecame evident that
the pressure for & Soviet ABM had greatly
increused, and Marshal Chulkov's change of
front 1s only one of & number of indications
of the growing strength of the military-
political lobby. The pressure found vent pub-
Hely in tho military press, which had also

provided similar indicatlons,.Just before the .-

fall of Khrushcheyv, of the gradual weaken-
ing of his position.

At that time, the military-political lobby
urged the allocation of groater resources to
henvy industry and to steel production which

provide, even in modern times, the nocessary’

underpinning for defense industries., The
same symbols, and lssues, have re-emerged
ih the course of the current Soviet policy
debate, but this time thoy are linked with
the demand for even greater resources need-
ed to develop and deploy an ABM system.

Modern weapons dovelopment, sald “Red
Star,” the army paper, had ralsed the rols
of economle factors to an “extraordinary” ex-
tent, and had faced the economy—'and par-
tlenlarly heavy industry”—with a number of
new demands, The production of new weap-
ons, Including “anti-mlssile defcnses, ro-
dquires huge economic oftorts,” the newspaper
sald.

The military competition with the civilian
scctor for more money was only one element
in the struggle. Kosygin was the great cham-
pion of the economic reform which would, in
his view, improve Russia’s economlc and
selentific potential so greatly as to provide
the country with the necessary defense ca-
pabllity. Indecd, Kosygin's argument can be
read as pressilng for economic reform as the
best way to provide the nccessary military
strength.

But writers In ‘“‘Communist of the Armed
Forces” argued that the reform, and econom-
ic mand scientlile potential, dld not of them-
selves constitute military strength. “Actual
defense measures,” they argued, ‘“are also
necessary.” And the implication was that
those who wero stressing the economic aspect
were neglecting the real needs of defonse.
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¥ow the fortunes of the battle went could -
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best be judged by observing the debate on
&teel production. Under Khrushchev, this
fight led to the identification of the military-
political lobby as “metal eaters” in attacks
on them published In the Soviet press.

Atftor the fall of Khrushehev the steel pro- -
duction target was Increasod, but last year
the diffcrences between Brezhnev and Kosy-
gln on this issue were almost nllowed to
come out in public. At the Party congress,
Brezhnev condemned (Khrushehev's) “In-
correct viewpoint” that modern substitutes
would reduce ihe need for steel, and an-
nounced thet this error would now be put
right In the development of the steel
industry.

BREZHNEV CHALLENGED

Kogygin, on the other hand, opcned his
remarks on steel by assuring the Congross
that the industry had ‘“‘conslderable achieve-
ments” to 1ts credit, and that in some ways
it had even surpassed “the most developed
capitalist countries.”” He wasg, In effect, chinl-
lenglng Brezhnev’s implled view that the
countiry needed much more steel. By last May
Brezhnev also came to pralse the steel in-
dustry—but only In order to bury Kosygin.
He recalled that before the last war Russia
wag producing 18 millfon tons of steel; after
the war this rose to 60 milllon, and now it
was & 100 milllon, “And still,”" he said, “‘this
cannot satisfy us.”

It evidently satlsfled Kosygin, but not
the milltary-political lobby. Although the
officlal stecl target for 1970 1s 124~128 million
tons, Kosygin's planners had sabotaged 1t so
elfectively that the party leadership was con-
strodned to issuo a public rebuke to thom.

This was In the form of a joint decision
by the party central committee and the
Government, which declared the “accelerat-
ed development” of the steel industry to be
a highly Important natlonal task. It there-
fore ordered the '‘substantial intensification”
of capltal construction in the steel Industry
to enable it to achleve the 1970 outputb
targots,

Thias can only mean that Xosygin, who Is
In charge of the economy, had viewed the
proposed massive increase from just over 100
milljon tonas this year to nearly 130 million
tons wlthin the next three years ns wrong.

If he had provided the necessary produc-
tlon capaclity in the first place, there would
have heen no neod last month to Issuc or-
ders for a speedup. The announcement was
& major defeat for Kosygin, and a victory for
the military-political lobby, whose pressuro
on behalf of heavy industry was also a pres-

-sure for steel—and for a Soviet ABM system.

As Marshal Krylov's artlcle showed earlier
thls month, the victory of the military
polltical lobby was conflned to the steel Is-.
sue—-otherwlise he would not have boen able
to publicly denigrate the effectiveness of th
ABM. .

But If the United States 1s bullding one,
then those Soviet leaders who might have
boen wllling to engage In talks on an ABM
moerstorium with the TU.S. will have had the
ground knocked from under them.

But mlght the American sctlon provide a
final incentive for the Russians, perhaps, to
cengage in talks with the United States, bo-
fore declding on a large-scale Hoviet ABM
development? It just concelvably might.-—
but McNamara would flrst have to allay the
misglivings which his announcement {s bound
1o have aroused in the Kremlin.

|[From the New Yorker, Sept. 30, 1967]
THE TALK OF THE TowN
Tor a few encouraging years, it seemed as
if President Elsenhower’s valedictory warn-
ing against “the milltary-industrial complex’
could sately be set aside. Civilian leadership,

-prodded and supported by President Ken-

nedy, overwhelmed the startled generals with
an almost terrifylngly brilllant combination
of cost-analysis techniques, computerized

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300110009-4



Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300110009-4

S 14422

strategy, and austere human intelligence.
Secretary of Defense McNamara and his men
soon knew more about the business of de-
fanse than the military ltself, and combined
the courage to make decisions with the skill
to justify them. For & while, the enemles of
the McNamara revolution” were reduced to
making the extraordinarily fecble and seilf-
defeating assertion that the new clvillan
leadership was too Intelligent and logical—
as If the business of defense were properly an
: ffpir of the heart. In any event, new and
tarribly expensive weapons, the B-70 bomber
smong them, were rejected by the civilian
leadership—judgments that In retrospect are
for the most part unimpeacheable. The effects
uf the McNamara years are too deeply em-
bedded to be wholly dislodged, but there is
mounting evidence that the military Is now
using the Increased leverage given it by the
Vietnam war to reassert 18 primacy over civil-
ian control, and is finding an increasingly
responsive President and Secretary of State.
The military chiefs’ recommendations for
escalation in Vietnam now become natlonal
policy, desplte apparent objections by the
Secretary of Defense. The Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Earle G.
Wheeler, disagrees ever more boldly and pub-
licly with his civilian superiors, and clearly
this superlatively cautlous man would not
venture to do so without conciderabie In-
formal encouragement. Recently, Marine
Commandant General Wallace M. Greene,
Jr., took it upon himself to tell the country
that Vietnam was far more important than
any minor disturbances by a few Negro mal-
contents—exactly the kind of military intru-
sion into broad national concerns that
scemed to have disappeared with the Eisen-
hower years. And now all these tokens of a
military renalssance have culminated in the
decislon, after a decade-long battle, to bulld
an anti-balllstic-miesile, or A.B.M., system.
Both the Secretary of Defense and the Presi-
dent were previously opposed to such a
system.

Almost every independent sclentific expert
has concluded that a missile-defense system
would be a costly, probably dangerous, and
finally futlle addition to the arms race. Yet
we are going to bulld 1t just the same. Be-
cause the mlitary and its aliles want to.
And because the President is unwilling to
confront the polltical costs and pressures of
a refusal. Apparently, the most important
reason for the declsion 18 the desire to de-
prive Republicans of the opportunity to make
“the anti-missile gap” an isgue In 1968. No
one has clearly defilned the phrase “military-
industrial complex.” Certainly, it's not, in any
sense, & coherent and malevolent conspiracy.
Nevertheless, 1t does exist. It consists basical-
ly of much of the military leadership, the
large Industrial Arms that make weapons,
and the members of Congress who have as-
similated their public careers with the cause
of armed strength. These people are impelled
by motlves ranging all the way from the de-
sire for profits, through honest fear, to flerce
patriotic dedication. However, the disparate
impulses invariably converge in a continuous
and powerful advocacy of more and better
weapons and In ean opposition to arms con-
trol. With the declslon to begin the missile
defense, they have won perhaps their great-
est victory.

The arguments that are used to justify
this decision indicates its remoteness from
any logical analysis of the national interest.
Until a few weeks ago, our officlal position
was that we would not set up misstle defenses
if the Russlans would also refraln. Now we
intend to bulld a “lght” system (only {rom
five to ten billion dollars' worth), to defend
ourselves agalnst stlll nonexistent Chinese
rockets. Plainly, if we need a defense agalnst
China, then to promise not to set up A B.M.’s
if the SBoviet Unlon similariy held back waa &
dangerous blunder, since it would leave us
defenseless agalnst the Chinese, This mask
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of illogic must, therefore, conceal the real
conslderation: the military and 1ts sallles
are cager to get going with missile defenses.
‘We cannot afford a renl defense against Rus-
sla, which by McHNamare's estimate would
cost forty billion dollars, and might well cost
twice as much, and a smasller effort can be
Jjustified only by crlling upon that convenient
devii China.

The arguments that swirl around misslie
defense are labyrinthine and often technieal.
Yet there are some fairly clear considera-
tions—-the same ones that led Secretary Mec-
Namnara to oppose any defense and that now
support his continuing hostility to a system
for countering Soviet attack. The first such
conslderation—and one that in a different of-
ficial mood would be conclusive—1is that
there is no way to bulld a defense that can-
not be coverwhelmed. If the Russians bulld
enough missiles, or put more warheads on
the misselles they anlready have, they will be
able to blow us up no matter how many
A.B.Ms we construct. As the Secretary has
said, it is extremely unrealistic to mssume
that the Russlans would not do this Of
course, we would do the same. (8oon, sclen-
tific progress will lay to rest the archaic for-
mula “One rocket, one city” by topping a
singie misslle with ten or more hydrogen
bombs, which after crossing the Atlantic to-
gether would disperse to ten different urban
areas.) Thus, after we had spent tens of bil-
lions of dollars and encircled our citles with
nuclear weapons, both countries would still
be able to destroy each other—which is ex-
actly where we are now. If the Boviet Union
should construct defenses while we re-
frained from dolng so, we could nullify its
efforts simply by Improving our offensive
power. and thus ageln preserve the now
famillar assurance of mutual destruction.
There {5 no escape from thia logleal certalnty.
For the !mportant thing about missile de-
fenses 18 that they will not stop all missiles.
A certaln number will get through. Perhaps
twenty-five per cent, perhaps fifty per cent,
perhaps seventy-five per cent. No one really
knows, and no one will ever know until the
day of Armageddon. There is no way of test-
ing such defenses against all the stratagems
and technologlical devices that may be con-
trived to decelve them. Anyway, alr defense
hes invarlably proved less effective in actual
combat than on the testing fields. Even if
some distant day of sclentific wonders en-
ables us to guarantee ninety-per-cent per-
fection, then, a&s ten hydrogen warheads
descend on Washington, there will be, at
most, & few moments for qulet pride In the
fact that nine of them will never reach the
target.

The second consideration ls that the po-
tential cost of this particular upward spiral
in the arms race 18 unlimited. In this respect,
it 18 the ultimate dream of 8 weapons system.
The flaw in previous strategies was that once
there were enough misslles to blow the other
fellow up a few times over, Ny more were
really necded. {We have three of four times
a8 many as the Russians, but we still assume
they could destroy us.) However, once a race
between defense and offense begins, there is
never enough. Of course, it is possible to stop
at any arbitrary polnt—say, ten biillon dol-
lars, or fifty—and we undoubtedly will stop,
but that makes no logical sense. For {f you
are serious about defense, you must strive for
& system that really defends you, and since
there Is no such system, you must bulld for-
ever. Russia and, ultimately, China will in-
crease their offenslve strength to counter our
A.B.Ms, which means we will need more. And
we will increase our own offensive strength
as their defenses grow. All this will be dis-
torted by the pragmatic necessity of assum-
ing that the other side has better defenses
than it actually has and that our own will
not work as well as we have calculated. In
addition, there will be the pressure from un-
guarded cities. After all, it will be hard for
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the citizens of Butte, Montana, to under-
stand why thev should be left to nuclear
incineration while New Yorkers are permitted
to view the ho.ocaust comfcrtably on tele-
vistion as AB:M.s swat hostile rockets from
Manhattan skles.

These are among the reascns our govern-
ment has continued to reject a full-scale de-
fense against Russia, though few dovbt that,
however limited the present step may be, it
points the way toward far more extensive
systems. For even if we aceept today’s justi-
fication at face value, the wrgument for a
defense against China lacks rational force.
McNamara, wita his fatal bent toward in-
tellectual honesty, has practically said as
much, announcing our decision with the far
from ringing afirmatlon that since we must
be “conservative” and must slways take into
account “the poesible Irrational behavior” of
our foes, "“there are marginal grounds for
concluding thas a light deployment of U.S.
ABM. . .. s prudent,” and, anywiy, “the
system would be relatively inexpensive.”
(Martino Luther King, Roy Wilkins, e al. will
be glad to knovwr it Is only five billlon dollars
to start.) Such strained and reluctant prose
must surely flow from the Secretary’s knowl-
edge o how lit:le we are buying.

Defensive rockets wil be pointed toward
our naorthern order to Intercept Chinese
misstles taking, as the laws of physics rec-
ommend, the great-circle route to America
(althoagh some long-range A.B.M.s will the-
oretically be able to defend other approaches
to the country) . This will make it possible for
most ¢ollisions to occur over Canadi. Other
ABM.3 will be placed around our missile
“farme,” populsrly known as bases. Once the
Chinese bulld 1 large-scale striking force—-
say, from one Fundred to tw> hundred war-
heads--this def 2nse will be useless for exactly
the same reasons that now apply in the case
of Russia. Thus, Its value is llmited to the
perlod hetwecen the present—--when the Chi-
nese rave no missiles—and the tline they
enter ~he select. company of nations able to
devastite their enemies. Thiz may be a very
short .nterval .ndeed. since once a country
has built its first dozen rockets 1t can easily,
and swiftly, build a hundred more. If the
Chinese manage to uncover the fact that
many warheads can be carried on a single
missilc, the Internal may be shortered even
Turther. Moreover, the Ingenicus Chinese may
well f11d ways 70 avold thelr assigned routes
and our defenses—for example, delivering
thelr hombs by submarine and short-range
rockets thet will shoot under the system.
While thelr forze remains small, and if they
are unable to £30] or circum>ent the “lght”
defense, it will probably stop a mcderately
high proportion of their missiles.

Although the abstractiors of sirateglc
thought lend tl.emselves to infinlte combina-
tlons of conjectural moves and counter-
moves, the fact Is that such o defense would
have 1 ttle effect on Chinese policy.

The most the Chinese can hope for from a
small atriking force Is to hold a few Amer-
fcan clties hostage to nuclear desiruction,
thus Increasing our reluctance to get in-
volved in a war with them. Since we must
accept the likelihood that so:ne misciles will
slip through any defense, there 18 no way to
frustri te this objective, Therefore, we will al-
ways have to ussume that the price of an
allout war aga nst China may well be ‘De-
troit, Z.os Angeles, and Chicago. If we our-
selves should si.ddenly decide to make a sur-
prise nuclear atiack on China defenscs would
be unnecessary. since we could destroy their
missiles on the ground. So our A.B.M.s will
save some American lives only If the Chi-
nese {rapatiently decide to shoot their thirty
or forty missiles at the United States in the
knowledge that the consequence will be the
total destruction of China, instead of wailting
a few years, by the end of which time they
can really do the job properly. Even this
weak Justification for the “light” defense is
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diluted by the probability that nuclear war
between the United States and China would
involve the Soviet Union, against which there
is no defense. -

If this decision takes us toward the prob-
able goal of a much larger defense system,
perhaps the most ominous consequences will
be to the national psyche. Until now, nuclear
war has been a terrifying but rather abstract
possibility., Our weapons of destruction have
been secreted on remote Western ranges, and
their reality has been communicated to the
average citizen through the dulling repeti-
tion of statistics and technical terms. If
A.B.M.s expand, nuclear rockets will ring our
major clties, and, undoubtedly, on Armed
Forces Day and other patriotic occasions par-
ents will drive their children out to see the
impressive display of national might. The
dawning awareness that we all live in armed
camps will almost surely have a depressing
effect on our thinking and our way of life.
The constant physical reminder of danger,
with its inevitable addition to the strains of
daily life, may well bring closer the time
when we will finally say, “Let’s get 1t all over
with.” At least, we can be sure it will not help
to liberate the more noble and creative im-
pulses of the human spirit.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President,~I ask
uhanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excellent article entitled
“MIRV and the Offensive Missile Race,”

. written by Robert Kleiman, and pub-
lished in the New York Times of Mon-
day, October 9, 1967; and an article en-
titled “The Grand Illusion, written by
Edwin Diamond, and published in News~
week magazine of October 2, 1967, from
which I have quoted.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Oct, 9, 1967]
MIRV AND THE OFFENSIVE MISSILE RACE
(By Robert Kleiman)?

Pressure from Congress and the Jolnt
Chiefs of Staff for a heavy antiballiste-mis~
sile (ABM) system orlented to defense
against Soviet attack reflects an old military
weakness: preparing to Aght the last war.

Technology has overtaken the ABM. The
United States already has developed an effec-
tlve antidote to it—sophisticated multiple
warheads for the new offensive missiles,
Minuteman IIT and Poseidon, which are to be
deployed In the early 1970’s. Official esti-~
mates indicate that the Soviet Union can do
the same in five to seven years.

Whatever the case for a “light” ABM de-
fense agalnst primitive Chinese missiles, ar-
guments for either superpower to build a $40
billlon missile defense to protect its cities
agalnst the other are now as dated as the
Billy Mitchell bomber-vs.-battleship fight.

A hitherto-secret four-letter acronym,
MIRV-—Multiple Independent Re-entry Ve~

hicles, and that key word is “independent’—

describes an advance in nuclear weaponry
that will enable the offense to penetrate any
defense now foreseeable,

“Both our missile defense system and
[Russia’s] were designed before MIRV’s came
along as a serious possibility,” Secretary Mc~
Namafa admits,

One MIRV missile will be able to carry five
or ten or more hydrogen warheads that can
separate in flight, change trajectory several
times and fly independently to five or ten
or more widely dispersed, preselected tar-
gets. Equipped with MIRV, America’s 1,700
strategic misslles could carry 17,000 or more

) separately - targetable warheads, dwarfing
the widely discussed Soviet iricrease this past
year from 300 to about 450 single-warhead
Intercontinentel ballistic missiles (ICBM’s).

1 Robert Klelman 1s a member of the edl-
torial board of The Times,
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Early in the ABM debate, Secretary Mc-
Namara predicted that the Soviet Union and
the United States would respond to the
other's ABM deployment, if undertaken, by
improving offensive capabilities, “All we
-would accomplish,” the Defense Secrefary
sald, “would be to increase greatly both their
defense expenditures and ours without any
.galn in real securlty to either side.”

But now, before substantial ABM systems
have been deployed on elther side, rapidly
advancing technology has vaulted Washing-
ton and Moscow into the offensive missle
race that was feared for the post-ABM perlod.
And this race i1s far more dangerous and
difficult to control than the race in misgsile
defenses which the U.S. seeks to head off.

The vast increase In offensive warheads
that MIRV can provide will spur fear by each
that the other is achleving first-strike capa-
bility that permits pre-emptive attack.

Extracrdinary advances in missle accuracy
add to this fear. There was a time when ten
incoming missles were required to destroy
one hardened ICBM and its single warhead
in an underground silo. A one-for-one ex-
change is now almost attainable.

In the MIRV era, allowing for misfires and
misses, ten missiles carrying 100 warheads
will be able to destroy 80 to 90 ICBM’s caught
in their stlos, thus wiping out 800 to 800 en-
emy warheads. If those 800 to 900 were
launched first, the other slde would need at
least 800 to 900 antimlssile missiles to Inter-
cept most. of them.

The logic of this arlthmetic—by increas-
ing the fear that the other side may pre-
empt—could turn the relative stabllity of
mutual deterrence into a nightmare of nu-
clear nervousness, .

Can this era still be headed off? Soviet-
American talks on the Hmitation of offensive
and defensive missiles have been pending
since February. But Moscow has dallied in
fixing a date, agreement within the Govern-
ment evidently not easy.

There have been repeated hints that a con-
crete American proposal, rather than a plan
for exploratory talks, would enable the Soviet
leadership to shape an agreed policy more
easily. Conversely, the lack of & firm date
for a conference makes 1t difficult for the di-
vided Washington bureaucracy to reach
interagency agreement on a specific pro-
posal; a deadline would force agreement.

Secretary Rusk told the Soviet Union in
early September that, once a date was fixed
American negotlators would come to a con-
ference with ‘“speclfic and detalled propos-
als.”* Some of these proposals may have to
be made In advance to get & Soviet re-
sponse. But Washington 1Is still unpre-
pared to make them, despite months of
desultory interagency consultations.

Here 1s a field in which the Joint

Chiefs of Staff and the Congressional Joint -

Atomic Energy Commission could make in-
valuable contributions. Instead of pressure
to race in the building of obsolete defensive
missile systems, what is needed is a plan
to limit the ABM-MIRV race. It will not be
easy.

Spy satellites can count ABM’s and
offensive missile sllos without the on-site
inspection Russia has always refused. But
they cannot tell whether a MIRV-tipped mis-
slle containg five or fifty hydrogen warheads.
New approaches to arms control need de-
vising. .

The tragedy is that both the United States
and the Soviet Unlon, according to Secretary
McNamara, already have strategic nuclear
arsenals “greatly In excess” of thelr present
security needs. And “we're planning another
big increase” In offensive capability that
will be able to overcome “the most powerful
defenses the Soviets could build,” Mr. Mc-
Namara has warned.

With Moscow, presumably, making a slm-
ilar plan, time clearly is running out.
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[From Newsweek, Oct. 2, 1967]
THE GRAND ILLUSION
(By Edwin Diamond)

Secretary McNamara’s decision to go ahead
with an anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) system
is based on s set of brilllantly reasoned,
highly sophisticated, and strongly persuasive
arguments. But the declsion is wrong, and
the consequences of this error will burden
every American for years to come.

Instead of strengthening the national se-
curity, the ABM declsion may well under-
mine it, for it upsets the present delicate
balance of nuclear terror based on the twin
implicit assumptions of a strong (four-to-
one) but not overwhelming U.S. offensive
missile superiority and a modest Soviet de-
fensive advantage. Worse, the ABM move
signals another dangerous upward spiral in
the nuclear-arms race which may lead to a_
renewed drive by both the U.S. and Soviet
Union to add new offensive weapons to the
overkill arsenals each already possesses. Ros-
well L. Gilpatric, McNamara's own former
Deputy Defense Secretary, fears the ABM
means a U.S. global strategy based more on
conflict than accommodation. The go-ahead,
he sald, “is certainly a move in the wrong
direction.”

Let’s put these abstractions In concrete
terms—and concrete 1s exactly where we are
now heading. At the very least, this new
nuclear escalation means the expenditure
of untold billions in exchange for a wholly
illusory security blanket. Whether the U.S.
spends $4 to $5 billion for the “thin’” ABM
system to guard its Minuteman strike force,
or $40 billion for the “thickening” of the.
blanket to protect major American cities,
or $400 billion to protect smaller cities, the

_end result will be the same: all of us will still

be 30 minutes away from nuclear annihila-
tion.
MOLE SOCIETY
Indeed, with the ABM escalation, the pos-
sibility of this supposedly ‘‘unthinkable”
missile Armageddon is greater, no smaller,
All of us have now been propelled by the

_logic of nuclear events that McNamara grasps

s0 well toward the next era of the atomic
age—the mole soclety where the cities and
clvilans of the 1980's may have to burrow
underground to join the concrete Minuteman
silos sunk in the 1960s and the subterranean
ABM control centers built in the 1970s.

Unlikely, you will say; right out of some
science-fictlon paperback. But who would
have believed, ten years ago, at the time of
Sputnik 1 and the “missile gap,” that the
U.8. within five years would possess the
nuclear misisle to destroy the Soviet-society
and population five times over?

What evidence have I that McNamara—one
of the most brilliant and dedicated minds In
the nation—is wrong about the ABM? What
proof is there that the U.S. has embarked on
a dangerous new course? The evidence is
abundant. Precisely because McNamara has
such a firm grasp of the complexities of the
age, he himself has supplied some of the best
arguments against the ABM and a new arms
race. In fact, if an analyst were to overlay
McNamara’s speech with one of the cryptolo-
gist’s sheets that cover some paragraphs
while revealing others, the case for the pres-
ent stabilized strategic situation would be-
come compelling.

ACTION-REACTION

First of all, as McNamara makes clear, the
U.S, now has “a numerical superiority over
the Soviet Union in rellable, accurate and
effective warheads [that] is both greater
than we had originally planned, and is in
fact more than we require.” This, to use the
blunt term, is what overkill means. And
politically motivated “missile-gap’ cries of
overklll, to be blunt again, 1s the legacy of
politically motivated “missile-gap” cries of
the laté 19650s. The panic button was pushed
in the U.S. and a real missile gap did even-
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tually materialize. But as McMNamara points
out in his speech, this gap favors the U.S.
At présent the U.S. has 2,200 strategic nu-
clear weapons In readiness agrinst 700 for
the U.S.S.R. The Russian response to this
U.S. superiority has been to concede an of-
fenslve disparity. In effect the. Soviet Union
acknowledged that the richness and In-
genulty of Amerlcan technology could not be
matched. But 1t began an ABM systemm—the
Russian military has been traditionally de-
fense minded—as part of what McNamara
calls the “actlon-reaction” of the arms race.

McNamara has been conspicuously unwor-
ried by this deployment. As he explains it,
the offense always has an advantage over the
defense and any ABM system ‘‘can rather
obviously be defeated by an enemy simply
sending over more offensive warheads, or
dummy warheads, than there are defensive
missliles capable of dlsposing of them.”

The logic of the situatlion ealle for one of
the superpowers to forego the next turn in
the viclous cycle of action-reaction. A Sovlet
McNamara—they have thelr sophlsticated
strategists and thelr war gamesmen, too—
might argue that the Soviet ABM deploy-
ment represented a limited and measured re-
sponse to U.8. superlority, a move Intended
to assure Russian second-strike capability
and thus make the Sovlet deterrent credible.
‘Why not leave the arms race In this trade-
off sliuation? Why upset the fearfully dell-
cate balance of terror with a U.S. ABM

. system?

McNamara's answer last week was: be-
cause of the looming Chinese nuclear-missile
threat of the 1970’s. The proposed U.S. ABM
system, In McNamara’s words, s “Chinese-
oriented,” designed to deter Chalrman Mao
or his successors from an attack on the U.S.
It is at this point that McNamara's computer
logic breaks down.

MAD ADVENTURE

First, if Peking {8 sulcidally mad enough
to mount an attack on a country possessing
200 tilmes more nuclear power than It has,
then no amount of objective reality in the
form of an American ABM barrier can dis-
suade the Chinese from their insanitv. If the
Chinese are hent on nuclear genoclde, they
could smuggle an atomic bomb Into San
Francisco harbor ashoard =2 frelghter and
detonate 1t. No ABM system can protect
ageinst such mad adventures.

Second, the Soviet Union can also argue
that its ABM I8 "Chlnese-oriented,” and
merely a mattier of insurance against an ir-
rational attack by a country that shares an
uneasy border with Russia and is violently
hostlle to 1t. After all, the same madness that
might lead the Chinese to attack the U.8,
might also push Mao over the bring with
the Russlans, Would we believe the Russians
If they sald, “It's the Chinese we are worried
about—Iignore our ABM"”? Yet we cxpect
them to belleve our ABM iz China-oriented.

The truth is the ABM declision was dic-
tated not by strategy but by politics. Com-
puter loglc breaks down because men aren't
computers; they are Imperfect beings shaped
by history and emotion as well as reason.
There are really two McMNamaras. One Mc-
Namarga cooly atternpts to manage the arms
race by force of argument and intellect. e
even on occaslon does the Russirnsg’ think-
ing for them, patlently elucldating the nu-
clear strateglc options avallable and thelr
congequences In speeches and In briefings
held for the press, but aimed at Moscow. The
second McNamara is an American, a patriot
and & member of the Johnson Adminlstra-
tlon (just as his opposite In the Kremlin
is 2 Russian, a patrict, and a member of the
Communlist Party).

It i well known in Washington that Secre-
tary McNamara for months has opposed de-
ployment of the ABM system despits the
urgings of the Joint Chlefa Staff, of Demo-
cratic hawks and of Republicans sensing a
hot campaign issue for 18988. As James Reston
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suggested last week, the ABM system
launched by McNamara is not almed at
blocking the Chinese or even the Russlans,
but the Republicans. By acceding now to the
clamor McNamase has blunted the GOP
charge that he i8 “indifferent” to the defenss
of the American people.
GOOD GUYS

Yet, isn’'t the US. asking—a bit {llogi-
cally—the Soviet McNamara to be Indifferent
to the defense of his people? More funda-
mentally, isn’t the U.S. saying-——also a bit il-
loglcally—that when it comes to the crunch,
two standards apply: we are the good guys
and would never attack first; you are the
bad guys and you might attack first, and
that 18 why we must have a four-to-one of-
fensive superiority and defensive parity (at
leasz) —and a lead In whatever else we de-
cide to bulld.

Last week wis the time for patlence and
courage—patlence to lecture the Russlans
once again on the reasons behind the emi-
nently equitable U.S. plan to put a freeze
on wll missiles, offensive and defensive cour-
age, in the words of former Kennedy sclence
adviser Jerome Wiesner, to run the risks of
deescalation instead of the risks of new esca-
iation; and patience and courage to explain
to the American people, even In a preelection
year, why the ABM Is not good for their
security.

Irsatead, Washington gave us the ABM. By
some curlous alchemy, the Administration
has convinced itself that the thin ABM sys-
tem doesn’t really change the balance ol
terror: only a thick system would do that.
But thin leads to thick. It i1s ali like that
celebrated biology experiment: a frog ls
placed in a tank of water; dally the temper-
ature Is Increased one degree: the frog exists
a8 always—until one more degree . . . the wa-
ter bolls . . . the frog dies.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. I know that the Senator
has already placed in the REcorRD a most
absorbing and provocative article pub-
lished in this morning’s Washington
Post, but I think it would not be amiss to
quote four or flve rather pungent para-
graphs from it.

As the Senator knows, I have heen
very much interested In the problems of
the MATO alllance and in American
policy in Europe. I think we have to take
into account European reaction to the
Administration’s decision to go forward
with the deployment of an ABM system.

Let me quote the pertinent paragraphs
from the article:

To the Western Europeans, China is very
remote, 1ts potential physleal threat to them
is remote, and extra suspiclon therefore falla
on the U.S. decision.

Western Europeans, preoccupled with the
Soviet Unjon and their own security, auto-

matically Interpreted the T.S. decision in-

that dimenslon.

What looms in West Germany’s official
concern is that the nuclear non-proliferation
treaty that the Soviet Unlon and the United
Btates are urging it to participate in, might
preclude & Western European anti-missile
system, because an ABM system employs nu-
clear warheads to knock down incoming mis-
Elles.

REACTION IN BONN

From Bonn, Dan Morgan of The Washing-
ton Post Forelgn Bervice reported that the
American ABM decision has further under-
mined the credibility of U.8. Intentions about
the nuclear itreaty. Some Germans &re con-
tending that the U.8. actlon has cast doubt
on the stability of the existing nuclear “bal-
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ance of terror,” and that the whole structure
of defense concepts may require reexamina-
tion.

But paradoxically, the Britlsh position, as
stated at Scarborough, Engand, last week
by De’ense Mliister Denis Healey is that:
‘“There 1s no evidence whatsoever that any
ABM system of which we hive any knowls
edge today will produce a meaningful deter-
rent pyralnst a major nuclear power.”

Mr. President, I make refercnce to
these paragraphs because I think they
illustrate the extent of the arzument
which our decision has precipitated in
Western Eurose among our NATO allies.

Insofar as Mr. Healey's comments go,
I think they coincide with the judgment
of our own Sacretary of Defense.

Mr. CLARK. I think this is so, if I may
interject—althbugh the Secretary of De-
fense, for reasons which are rather ob-
scure to me, anpears to have charged his
view lnsofar as protection againss China
is cor.cerned. I commented during the
course of my speech that I thought the
Secretary of Defense, for whom I have
the greatest sdmiration, was singularly
unconvincing when he said that there is
no use building an ABM system to deter
the Soviet Urion but there is justifica-
tion for doineg so against China. This
makes no sense to me whatsoever.

Mr. CHURCH. It places us in the
anom:lous position of building an ABM
system, not to defend ourselves against
Russian ballistic missiles, which they do
possess but, rather, to defend ourselves
against Chinese ballastic missiles, which
they do not possess.

Mr. CLARK. That is quite correct.

It 15 now, cf course, just a matter of
specu ation as to the size, dimension,
and capability of a Chinese delivery sys-
tem. Moreove:, if the Chinese are going
to embark urpon the construction of a
sizable delivery system for their develop-
ing nuclear arsenal, it only makes sense
that they will strive to create a system
which will heve effectiveness; they are
not going to ke content with a system so
small in its delivery capability that it
could, presummably, be fended off by an
ABM system.

So, what Sccretary McNamara is say-
ing, r2ally, is that we are now going to
build an ABM system tc protect our-
selves against an anticipated Chinese
capability of very limited scope. But, as
the Chinese capability grows, tken, the
pressures are oing to inerease to enlarge
and deepen the system, until it becomes
& ma;or and enormously expensive new
addition to thie nuclear arms race. The
arguntent that if a few AIBM’s are good,
more must be better, will prove irresisti-
ble, yet, Mri. McNamara says that,
againit a major nuclear capability, an
ABM systemn will not be effective?

Thet is why I say we ought not to
deceive ourselves. We are not talking
about a $5 billion ABM system; we are
talking about the first stsp toward the
creation of a $50 billion—indeed. before
we are finished, a $100 billion—system,
which, in my judegment, will be the most
extravagant and expensive sieve ever
constructed in history.

What is worse is that, as we proceed
with its constructlon-—given the fasci-
nation of the American people with our
advanced technology, as we Invest enor-
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mous sums in this system, as we publi-
cize its capabilities, as we demonstrate
that an antiballistic missile has success-
fully intercepted another missile in flight,
the American people are going to em-
brace the system with an eagerness to
believe in it, and we will enthrall our-
selves with the fancied belief that we
have fashioned a marvelous shield. And
as we assume that we have, indeed, fash-~
ioned such a shield, the risks of nuclear
war will increase. They will not diminish;
they will increase, because once the bal-
ance of terror is tipped by the assump-
tion that we have designed a shield for
ourselves, which will give us protection
against a massive nuclear onslaught, the
risk of nuclear war will increase. Our
leaders will be emboldened to undertake
and assume risks that they otherwise
would avoid, because of the knowledge
that nuclear war would result in certain
obliteration.

So I think, on balance, this is not a
confribution to the security of the United
States, but ultimately a contribution to
the ultimate insecurity of the United
States, for, in the end, it may well result
in enhancing the risks of a nuclear ca-
tastrophe which would see us consumed
by the witchfire of a thermonuclear
exchange,

I thoroughly agree with the statement
which I think was made earlier in this
debate, that the real reason for this de-
cision has nothing to do with China,
which presently has no capability what-
soever of reaching the United States. We
are not building this system for the
Chinese; we are building it for the Re-
publicans. Mr. Reston has written that
it is internal politics which dictated this
decision, so that this administration
will not have to explain to the American
people why we are not building an ABM
system, when the Russians are.

The difficulty, in the coming campaign,
of explaining that an ABM system really
does not contribute to the -security of
the country, really does not constitute
a meaningful defense, is too much to
face against the simplicity of the argu-
ment that “they are doing it; therefore
we should do it, also.” This has been the
major impetus for the decision to deploy
a so-called thin ABM shield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have an
additional 15 minutes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object, I had
a couple of matters to put in the Recorp,
if the Senator will yield to me long
enough to do that.

Mr. CLARK. I shall be happy to. The
majority leader asked me to request ad-
ditional time. If the Senator will permit
the Senator from Idaho to complete his
statement—and the Senator from Ore-
gon has been waiting for a long time—
I shall be glad to yield to the. Senator
from Louisiana. .

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I wanted to
take only a moment, :

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, may I
have a second or two to oonclude my
statement{?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
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Mr. CHURCH. I want to commend the
Senator from Pennsylvania for an excel-
lent presentation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to granting the request of the
Senator from Pennsylvania for an addi-
tional 15 minutes? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yleld briefly?

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Proident, I wel-
come the speech of the Senator from
Pennsylvania and associate myself with
every word of it. Once again, I follow
his leadership on a very vital foreign
policy issue. I call his attention to the
speech I made last Friday concerning the
policy of the Johnson administration in
freezing funds needec for domestic pro-
grams; but I wish to make these further
brief comments.

This ABM program is a program fhat
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara,
speaking for the Johnson administration,
is throwing out to appease the war wings
of both the Republican and Democratic
parties. I think that is the politics in-
volved here. The Senator from Idaho
used the word “deceived’” quite properly.
I think it is a deceptive program, for it
will not give the American people the
protection that the propagandists seek
to fool them into believing it will give
them. Even from a scientific standpoint,
scientists give little assurance that it will
give any protection whatsoever.

Mr. CLARK. In fact, if I may interrupt
the Senator for a moment, there is not
a reputable scientist in the country today
who believes that this system would be
of the slightest protection against a
Russian attack.

Mr. MORSE. That is the point I wish
to make; and I point out further that
this program cannot be sold, nor can
most of the war programs of our Gov-
ernment be sold, without scaring the
American people almost to death. This is
part of the fear psychology or the fear
propaganda being built up to frighten
the American people. The American peo-
ple can be frightened, as well as other
people can be frightened. When people
are frightened, they act emotionally and
glandularly, not rationally.

That is part of this sales” program
to get us past November 1968. As I ex-
plained on Friday, I cannot be a party
to it. It is also a part of the fear pro-
gram being used to force through an un-
justifiable income tax increase, while this
administration refuses to face up to plug-
ging tax loopholes and making cuts so
as not to take away from the American
peoble what they are entitled to in meet-
ing our critical economic problems here
at home.

But going back to the fact that it is
not going to give us protection, let us go
all the way, and assume that we knock
out all the enemy missiles. We would still
not knock out the fallout; and it is the
fallout that will do most of the killing,
not the explosive effects of the bombs.
The explosion would kill thousands in
the proximity of the bomb; but the fall-
out: would kill additional hundreds of
thousands hundreds of miles away.
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That is why we do not find the Penta-
gon and the administration talking about
another scientific fact that they are ig-
noring. They . cannot give the American
people these facts and receive support for

“their fear propaganda. All this talk about

dropping nuclear bombs and the hydro-
gen bomb in North Vietnam and in
China—that is what the hydrogen bomb
boys want to do, but they forget to tell
the American people that if they drop
them over there, hundreds of thousands
of Americans will die in the United
States, as far east as Chicago, from the
fallout of the bombs we drop in Asia.
That is easily seen, if we familiarize
ourselves with the force and direction of
the prevailing winds.

I am simply at a loss to understand
how my country could get itself into
the plight that it is in, and that there
could be loose in this country support-
ers of this war, doing the bidding of the
industrial-military complex that is tak-
ing over the policies of the Republic. The
American people desperately need to
recognize, before it is too late, that we
are being run, in this country today, by
an industrial-military complex that
makes its profits out of American hlood,
and jeopardizes all the future genera-
tions of American boys and girls. I do
not know how we can get the American
people to recognize these facts before it
is too late.

That is why I stand firm on every
word I spoke on Friday, and apply every
word I said then to the Senator’s speech

- this morning. I can only say, the Sena-

tor is completely right. I do not intend
for any of the blood of this war to be
on my hands, and therefore I shall con-~
tinue to fight in opposition to American
continuation of a war in Southeast Asia ¢
in which we never should have involved
ourselves in the first place, and in- which
we should not continue to involve
ourselves.

It is time for us to stop making war
in Southeast Asia and to insist that
other nations of the world, which, as a
Washington Post article this morning
points out, are becoming scared to death
of us—and they have every reason to
be afraid of us, because we are follow-
ing a military course of action that is
jeopardizing the peace of the entire
world—come in and settle this war for
us. Apparently we cannot settle it. All
we seem able to do is kill enough people
and destroy enough property until we
can hope to force a surrender. Even if
we succeed, -that will give us no peace;
only a truce, endangering the lives of
millions of American boys and girls in
future generations as the world orga-
nizes against us, during the next cen-
tury, to destroy us, if we do not stop this
mad expectation of the United States
to militarily dominate the world.

‘I am proud to associate myself with
the speech of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania,

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend from
Oregon for his comments, and welcome
his support.

. (The following colloquy between Sen-
ator CLark and Senator NeLsow, which
occurred during the, delivery of Senator
Crarx’s address, is presented -at this
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point {in the Recorp by unanimous con-
sent.)

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I left the
Presiding Officer’s chair momentarily to
come (0 my desk to commend the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CrLark] for
his very thoughtful remarks about the
thin ABM system.

The Senator has always had the cour-
age to express forthrightly his views on
any issue, no matter how controversial.

Mr. CLARK. Let me interject there to
say that I thank the Senator for his kind
remarks but, in my opinfon, my state-
ment requires no courage at all. T think
it is good policy, in addition to being
right. I intend to campalgn on this issue,
if I should run again next year, and I
am confident that the majority of the
people of Pennsylvania will agree with
me.

Mr. NELSON. I am also confident that
the Senator is correct. What astonishes
me is the lack of opposition in Congress
to the launching of this program which
will provide a thin ABM system, which
was described by one of my distinguished
colleagues in the Senate, Mr. CHURCH, as
the most expensive sieve ever con-
structed.

Mr. CLARK. T have often wondered
whether we in the Senate are not more
terrified of the Joint Chiefs of Staff than
the Vietcong.

Mr. NELSON. It frightens me. too.
when I consider the kind of judgment
they have exercised in advising us on
our Intervention In Vietnam. In any
event, I think, tragically, this is the
first step down the road to the construc-
tion of what they are now saying will be
a $40 billion ABM system, if we con-
struct the most expensive and sophisti-
cated one we can think of—and., of
course we will; and that anti-ballistic
missile system will not be any more ef-
fective, In my judgment, than the thin
ABM will be.

Mr. CLARK. I am sure the Senator is
correct.

Mr. NELSON. I conclude by saying that
I commend the Senator for his thought-
ful statement. At a later date I shall
make a further statement on this matter
on the Senate floor.

Mr. CLARK. At which point, In the best
tradition of senatorial courtesy, I shall
come over and agree with the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I must say
that I find considerable merit and food
for thought in the argument that an
antiballistic missile defense svstem,
while perhaps adding to a degree to our
national security, could also have the
paradoxical effect of making us feel
overly secure, This Is a cruclal considera-
tion, because it bears on one of the most
elemental problems of the nuclear age:
namely, that of maintaining restraint,
both in the public at large, and within
the Government. If we had not exercised
supreme restraint at the time of the
Cuban missile erisls of 1962——which is
the only true nuclear showdown the
world has yet seen—we might have de-
scended then and there to the Arma-
geddon that would have erased vast por-
tions of civilization as we know it from
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the earth. My fear is that the ABM may
in some subtle way erode our restraint
and permit our military leaders—and the
publie, too—to have a kind of unjustified
overconfidence which will allow them to
take greater risks and press stronger nu-
clear threats, on the mistaken and tragic
assumption that we can afford to inflict
astronomical damare because at least
some of the retaliation will be dimin-
ished.

I recognize, of course. that another
vital factor of the nuclear age is In-
volved here, and that is our credibility.
Our adversaries may be more inclined to
take threats more seriously if they know
that we have at least minimal protection
against their retaliation. And it may be
that for this reason we must reluctantly
acquiesce in this latest increment to the
arms race. But it seems to me that we
must do so with the greatest caution
and deliberation, remembering at every
step of the way that nuclear defense
does not in any way absolve us from awe-
some responsibility and restraint.

It must also be remembered that hos-
tile nuclear missiles can be put in posi-
tion in the United States by stealth and
by trick. as well as by rocketry, and that
the most sophisticated antiballistic mis-
sile system might in some circumstances
be of no use whatsoever. In this regard,
I ask unanimous consent to Insert in the
REecorp an article by the sagacious and
distinguished columnist, Stewart Alsop,
in the current Saturday Evening Post.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

BuT IF 25 TRUcKs FANNED OuT
(By Stewart Alsop)

WasHINGTON.—The following exchange be-
tween Sen. Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island
and Gen. Farle Wheeler, Chelrman of the
Joint Chiefs of Stafl, s excerpted from the
record of a recent Benate Forelgn Relations
Commitiee hearing. The subject of their
conversalion was g grim one—the planting
of nuclear bombs in American citles by
stealth.

“Senator PriL. Is It not concelvable that
missiles could be planted within our cities . . .
no matier how good our antiballistlc-missile
sCreen was?

“General WHEELFR. This 18 a possibllity
... tdeleted).

“Senator Prrr. But if twenty-five trucks
fanned out over the United States they
could do the same job and negate the most
excellent ABM device, could they not?

“General WHEELER. If they could get the
devices into the country, assemblie them and
fan them out. the answer 18 ves.”

This cologquy has inspired the following
experiment in sclence fAction:

From a document marked London, Most
Secrer, Eyes Alone; From M16 for PM, FS,
and M only:

The records we have been enabled to ob-
taln indicate that neither the Hertz nor the
Avis auto-rental companies had the slightest
suspicion that the American-International
Shrimp Corporation was anything other than
an authentlc business concern. At the re-
quest of the corporation, Hertz therefore un.
hesitatingly delivered 13 refrigerated lorries
ta & dock in the vicinity of Port Isabel, Tex.,
whije Avis supplied 12 lorries to the shrimp
corporation’s representative, at the unload-
ing platform on the Caloosahatchee River,
near Fort Myers, Fla.

According to a8 reconstruction of the event
by our agents, 13 heavy contalners smelling
alrongly of shrimp were holated aboard the
Hertz lorrles from three shrimp boats. The
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Avis lories were similarly londed from two
shrimp boats tled up In the Caloosaiatchee
River. The loadisg of all 25 lcrries wis com-
pleted hetween £ and 3 a.m. on July 11, 1971,

The lorries thereafter fanned out cver the
then excellent U.S. highway systenl, the
Hertz lorries heading for Chicago and points
West, whilst the Avis lorries sped toward the
12 largest Eastera cities. Only ane lorry failed
toreact. its destination.

We have obtaiied a still legible copy of the
Washiniton Evening Star of July 12, 1971,
which cn page 2 reports a “mysterious. explo-
slon of a refrigerated truck” 110 miles south
of Pittsburgh, Pa. Tke explosion apparently
killed the driver and two bolicemen. Pre-
sumably the pcilce had, for some reason,
stopped the vehicle and begun to Investigate
its contents, thas triggering a “dea«-man"
fuse. In any case, alone of the major Jastern
cities, Fittsburgh survived physically intact,
although the msjority of its citizens subse-
quently succumted to the heary fallout from
Cieveland.

The driver-agents (who were doubtlass un-
aware of the cor.tents of their lorries) must
have been exceedingly well bricfed, for all the
remaining 24 lor-ies arrived at thelr aasigned
destinalions 38 Lours after the start, give or
take a half hour »r so. It has been esta 2lished
from blast patterns that the Avis lorry in
Washington was parked near the intersection
of 16th and K streets, a few b.ocks from the
White House, ‘while the Hoartz lorry in
Chicago was parked a block from the Iribune
Tower. Other locaticns were chosen with
similar care.

The timing devices mus> have been
extremely accurate, for all 24 explosions oc-
curred #%ithin less than a minute of each
other.

M16 has been able to obtain a por:iion of
the tape recording of the final conversation
between the general commanding the
Strategis Alr For:e, {n his undergroundd com-
mand post near Omsaha, Nebr., ard the
commarding general of North American Air
Defense. in a cave In Colorado:

"SAC: No word from the Classified Loca-
tions, General?

“NORAD: Not a word, General. Congress
was in tession and the President was in the
White House. The V.ce President hud the
Second :3atchel, but he must have got it too.

“SAC: Then I juess it's up to us.

“NORAD: Yes. . . . Must Lave been the
Russians, of cour:e. Punny we f:ot nothing on
the radir—never did trust that goiidamn
radar.

"8AC: Anythinz from Nudets?*

“"NORAD: Nucets estimates fatalities In
the eighty millicn range. Only preliminary,
of course.

“SAC: I guess we've got Lo gc. You concur?

“NORAD: I concur. Over anid out.”

Within 28 minutes the first missile in the
U.S. salvo exploded on its programmed target
in the U.S.5.R. The saivo dellvered 400 mega-
tons on Soviet targets. the megatonnaze cal-
culated by the Fentagon’s cost-effectiveness
analysts as the mintmum required to destroy
the Sovet Union as a functioning soclety.
The Sov:iet counter-salvo, on tcp of tha great
damage already done. achieved the sam e pur-
pose In the United States. Several of the
larger American <ities suffered the igncminy
of being destroyed twice over.

In the opinton of MI 8 there is no ques-
tion that the: Amerlcan-International
Shrimp Corporat.on was the cover name for
an elaborate Chinese Commur.ist ope-ution.
Although Fidel Castro hotly denled it be-
fore he died of rallout from the mainland,
there is little doubt that there was some ele-
ment of Cuban collusion—the shrimp boats
certainly embarkad from Havaaa.

In his 78th year at the tlme, the laie Mao
Tse-tuny was ncar death anc unguestion-

* Nudets; Nuclear Detection and Reporting

System currently being empluced in more
than 50 17.S. cities.
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ably mad. But in desfroying at one stroke
both the hated “modern revisionists” and
the “American imperialists” Mao surely dis-
played a certain genius in his madness, He
was doubtless acting according to one of his
favorite precepts, from Sun Tzu’s Art of War:
“Make a Nolse in the East, Attack in the
West.”

The Chinese, of course have never acknowl—
edged their role in the catastrophe, which
utterly destroyed the world’s two greatest
powers, Given the unchallenged global domi-
nation of the People’s Republic of China
today, the Chinese role, on.orders of the PM,
may only be mentioned in a Most Secret
document, such as this one—Destroy on
Reading.

This little nightmare is not, of course, a
prediction of things to come, And yet, as
the colloquy between Senator Pell and Gen-
eral Wheeler indicates, there 1s no purely
technical reason why something of the sort
might not take place. According to the in-
telligence estimates, by the early 1970's the
Chinese Communist intercontinental missile
capability will still be rudimentary, but the
Chinese by then should have been able to
stockpile a considerable number of multi-
megaton thermonuclear devices. A three-
megaton device should weligh on the order of
one ton, and could easily be carried in a
truck.

‘We Americans harbor a stubborn 1llusion
that everybody else must do it our way—
because we depend on an elaborate and im-
mensely costly missile system to dellver nu-~
clear warheads, we assume that every other
country must do likewise. The above night-
mare may serve as a reminder that there are
more ways than one to skin a cat-—or kill a
country. Finally, it may also be worth noting
that most U.S., intelligence experts believe
that the senlle genius, Mao Tse-tung, is al-
ready, to a degree which cannot be precisely
determined, insane,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, there will how be a

period for the transaction of routine
morning business.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll. -

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. Pres1dent, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr, Geisler, one of his secre-
saries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of Asher E. Schroe-
der, of Magquoketa, Iowa, to be U.S.
attorney for the northern -district of
Towa, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

CORRECTION AND IMPROVEMENT
OF THE CANAL ZONE CODE

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Secre-
tary, Panama Canal Company, Wash-~
ington, D.C., transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to correct and improve
the Canal Zone Code, and for other pur-
poses, which, with the accompanying
papers, was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the PRESIDING OFFICER:

Petitions adopted by the City Councils of
the City of Oroville, and the city of Breau,
both in the State of Californila, favoring the
enactment of some form of a Federal tax~
sharing program; to the Committee on
Finance.

A petition signed by members of the Com-
munications Workers of America, AFL-CIO,
of the State of Minnesota, relative to the
provision of jobs, housing, and education to
solve the problems of American cities; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the Robert B.
Elliott Law Club; of Columbus, Ohio, com-
mending the President and the Senate for
the nomination and confirmation of the
Honorable Thurgood Marshall to the U.S.

Supreme Court; ordered to lie on the table.

B o —
REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. PROXMIRE, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, with amend-
ments:

S. 1084. A bill to permit Federal employees
t0 purchase shares of Federal or State-
chartered credit unions through voluntary
payroll-allotment (Rept. No. 590); and

3. 1085, A bill to amend the Federal Credit
Unlon Act to modernize the loan, invest-
ment, dividend, and reserve provisions; to re-
quire the establishment of an educaticn
committee; and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 591).

RESOLUTION

TO PRINT ADDITIONAL COPIES OF
HEARINGS ON THE “COSTS AND
DELIVERY OF HEALTH SERVICES
TO OLDER AMERICANS”

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for Mr.
WiLLiams of New Jersey) submitted the
following resolution (8. Res, 174) ; which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

S. Res. 174

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Special Committee on Aging two
thousand additional coples of its hearings of
the Ninetieth Congress, first session, entitled
“Costs and Delivery of Health Services to
Older Amerlcans.”

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1967—AMENDMENTS

AMENDIIENT NO, 386
Mr. RIBICOFF submitted amend-

ments, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (H.R. 12080) to amend the So-
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cial Security Act to provide an increase
in benefits under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system, to pro-
vide benefits for additional categories of
individuals, to improve the public assist-
ance program nad programs relating to
the welfare and health of children, and
for other purposes, which were referred
to the Committee on Finance and or-
dered to be printed.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 387 THROﬁGH 390

Mr. FONG submitted four amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 12080, supra, which were
referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 391 THROUGH 392

Mr. METCALF submitted two amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 12080, supra, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance and
ordered to be printed.

THE NEED TO APPROFPRIATE FUNDS
TO FIGHT WATER POLLUTION—
AMENDMENT ‘

AMENDMENT NO. 393

Mr, NELSON. Mr. President, I am sub-
mitting an amendment to the Public
Works appropriations bill to appropriate
the full $450 million which the Congress
unanimously authorized last year for
Federal grants for the construction of
waste treatment works.

In passing the Clean Waters Restora-
tion Act of 1966, the Congress made a
firm commitment to the American peo-
ple to help in the battle against the pol-
lution of our Nation's lakes and rivers.
This is no time to back down from that
commitment.

Our budget is strained by the rising
costs of the war in Vietnam and it is ap-
parent that there will have to be some
budget cuts made. However, it does seem
to me to be false economy to cut back
on this important program.

Last year it was estimated that $3.5
billion was needed over the next 5 years
for the Federal Government to meet its
share of the responsibility for the costs
of construction works. Section 8 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act was
amended by the Clean Waters Restora-
tion Act of 1966 to authorize appropria-
tions of $150 million for fiscal 1967, $450
million for fiscal 1968, $700 million for
fiscal 1969, $1 billion for fiscal 1970, and
$1.2billion for fiscal 1971,

Because the Congress authorized $450
million for fiscal 1968 for the construc-
tion of sewage treatment works, many
State and local governments went ahead
with their planning for pollution abate-
ment based on that authorization. Many
municipalities have already passed bond
issues in order to provide their share of
the costs.

Our programs to abate the disastrous
pollution of our waters are just picking
up momentum and now is not the time
for the Federal Government to renege
on its promises. To withhold funds. now
will cost us much more in the long run.

There are numerous examples of the
need for more Federal money. I will not
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cite them all but I would like to mention
just a few.

For the six New England States, the
total cost of their pollution abatement
program has been estimated at about
$1.1 billlon. Further, it has been esti-
mated that those States will need about
$61 million in Federal grants in fiscal
1968 to keep up their programs. With the
full $450 million appropriation, they
would receive only $28 milllon, while
with the proposed %225 million, they
would receive only about $14 million.

Under the full $450 milllon appropri-
ation, the State of New Jersey would be
cligible for about $14 million in Federal
funds in fiscal 1968. If the appropriation
is cut to $225 million, New Jersey would
receive about $5.7 million. At the present
time, there are 32 construction projects
pending at the State, local, and Federal
levels for New Jersey. These projects
have a total construction cost of $35.9
million, of which the Federal share
would be about $10.1 million.

In Wisconsin there are currently 71
applications pending for Federal grants-
in-aid, with a total cost of $45.5 million.
If these projects were approved and the
Federal Government were willing to pay
30 percent, the Federal share for Wis-
consin alone would be $13.7 million. If
the State were willing to pay 25 percent
and if the State’s water quality stand-
ards were approved, then the Federal
share would be 50 percent, or $22.8 mil-
lion. Under the proposed $225 million
appropriation, Wisconsin would receive
about $4.5 million. Quite obviously, this
is not enough.

As of July 31, the Federal Water Pol-
Tution Control Administration was proc-
¢ssing 153 projects which contained re-
guests for Federal grants totaling $43.5
million. At the same time there are
829 projects being considered in State
agencies and an additional 823 projects
in preparstion. These 1,652 projects
would require about $910 mitlion in Fed-
eral grants..

I have prepared a list comparing Fed-
eral money available and projected
needs of 21 States and the District of
Columbia for 1968, Total money available
for these States is $125 milllon while
their needs total $404 million. Even if
the full $450 million were to be appro-
priated, not all of these needs could be
met. I would like to have this table made
a part of the RECORD.

I have some detailed information ¢n
the State of Wisconsin Including a list
of the cities who have applications for
Federal grants-in-aid and a letter from
Gov. Warren Knowles to Secretary Udall
whieh describes in some detall the prob-
lem that Wisconsin faces if the full au-
thorization is not appropriated. I would
like both of these items made a part of
the RECORD.

The problem of water pollution in this
country is enormous and at the present
time we are fighting & losing battle. Un-
less the Federal Government is willing
to meet its commitments and carry its
share of the load, the tide of pollution
which is sweeping the country will never
be stemmed.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
le on the table; and, without objection,
the material will be printed in the
RECORD.

The material presented by Mr. NELsON
is as follows:

REQUESTS FROM SELECTED STATES FOR FEDERAL GRAMTS-
IN-AID FOR SEWAGE CONSTRUCTION WORKS AS COM-
PARED TO MONEY AVAILABLE FOR THOSE STATES

October 9, 967

Presldent to reqiest the fund; authorized by
Bection 8(d) or PL. 84-660. 3ince the costs
of the war show no sign of receding, it does
not secm prudent for the Stae of Wisconsin
to advise communities to accept partial
grants or proceed in the expectation that
Federal funds will ever be :ppropriated to
match the purpses of the Clran Wazer Res-
toratlion Act of 1966.

Wisconsin andd her cities w1l undcubtedly
do their share %o preserve and enhance the
quallty of Wisconsin’'s water but what as-
surance can you give that the brav2 words
of the Clean Water Restorat.on Act will be
matched by the Federal dollars of assistance
that the Act promised? And when?

My guery ig serlous, practical and Inumedi-
ate. W.sconsin has decislons to make.

Money for Morey
State fiscal 1968t needed (in
tiscal year
1968)

Ataska. ... .. lieciaee ,000  $1,663,600
Arkansas .. . .. 3,692, 541 5, 000, 000
Distriet of Columbia © 1,226,250 4, 300, 000G
Indiara. ____.._ .. . . .. 4,985,658 15,500, 000
Maryland. 5,268,380 20, 700, 000
Massachusetts... ... .. 6,260,078 20, 000, 000
Michigan____ 7,622,632 14,000, 000
Minnesota_ 5,255,246 10,000, 000
887,800 3,230,000
1,786,825 3,500, 000
6,133,316 14,000,000
22,167, 175, 000, 000
- 6,678.171 9, 800, 000
9,796,211 227,000, 000
2,908,175 4,500,000
..... 11,793,520 125,100,000
..... 1,756,764 2,900, 000
6,056,435 12,295, 00O
Virginia. . 6,803,650 *11, 000, 000
Washinglon. . 4,473,231 1§, 300,000
West Virginia - 3,467,710 5, 000, 600
Wisconsin. . .o.ocecemooon 5,018,267 22,800,000
Totab o ceeaee 124,922,721 403, 988, 600

1 Totat available under proposed $200,000,000 appropriation
plus 163,160,644 left over from fiscal 1967.

< 30 percent Federal share; all other figures are at 50 percent
Federal share,

THE STATE oF WISCONSIN,
EXECUTIVE ICE,
Madison, August 17, 1967,
Mr. STEWART L. UpaLL,
U.S. Department of the Interior,
Office of the Secretary,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SECRETARY UpALL: Several months
ago, Wisconsin municipalities were required
to file by August I their plans for sewage col-
lection treatment facilities construction In
the 1668 fiscal year. The purpose was to per-
mit early assessment of the need for Federal
matching funds In the current fiscal year.

Sixty-seven local governments have filed
appiications. Total construction costs repre-
sented In these applicatlons are estimated
to be In excess of $46.2 million. It Is con-
ceivable (although not likely) that as much
as one-third of the planned construction
may not be under way by June 30, 1968. How-
ever, if $30 milllon in projects prove eligible
for Federal assistance, we must assume that
these projects would be eligible Ior more
than #15 million in funds under Section 8
{b)1T) of PL. 84-660. If all were to begin,
the amount would exceed $25 million.

Inasmitch as it would appear that less than
$5 million will be avallable to Wisconsin for
these projects under the terms of the appro-
priation measure recently passed by the
House of Representatives, I would appreciate
your counsel as to our future course of
action.

We are already using the reimbursement
provisions of the Act, under which a com-
munity builds now and hopes to be reim-
bursed Inter and, in FY 1967, persuaded our
communities to accept one-third of the total
Federal grant for which they were eligible.
We did this so that we could begin morc
projects with the limited funds then avall-
able.

We are well aware of the escalating costs
of the war in Viet Nam, which have been
cited as justification for the fallure of the

Bincerely,
‘WARREN P. IINOWLE3S,
Govzrnor.
WISCONSIN—CURRENT APPLICATIONS FOR FEDERAL
GRANT-IN-ALD
Nams Project Fstimated
No. cost
Barmon. ..o e cimaeaae 179 $764, 462
343 38, 58
348 52,
_____ 345 164, 430
328 148, 400
334 6,495,000
221 45, 000
266 208, 600
175 78,650
319 20, 000
120 105, 579
346 245, 400
299 139, 000
269 67, 000
274 265, 990
285 . 000
323 174, 265
241 75, 300
29% 63,028
278 70, 828
313 194 400
240 87,792
Green Bay MS.D_......_. 293 115, 000
[ T 234 1,450,785
Greenfield, Tn. of (La Crosse Co 217 45, 055
Janesvillr .. 349 4,564, 100
230 272,399
318 150, 981
325 189, 950
246 57,700
171 195, 895
336 220, 000
344 320, 000
315 7,620,000
337 76, 200
338 4,075 600
339 575, 000
340 920, 000
3l 1,437,500
342 3,162, 500
Mount Calvary. ..o . .. _o..... 321 224, 281
Mount Hope____ . _____.___..... - 84 75,658
Nekoosa - .. ... ..ooicaan 327 339, 083
Neosho. ... 264 146, 852
North Fraedom. 282 85, 400
331 74, 800
Morthern Colony and Training School. __ 330 193, 200
Osceold .. .. ... ..o .- 335 98, 410
Pembine. ... ... .. .. .liiciiea- 248 79, 945
Pewaukee. ... ... .. .. ... 306 06, 400
Plaabield__ ... . .. .. ... 58 68, 740
Platteville . 324 580, 200
Port Edwards__ - 322 515,181
Potter S.0... - 279 67, 800
Roshoit. . - 212 165, 594
Rothschid. .. ._... - - 334 597,635
Satem, Tn. (Hooker L2 _ . 309 267,640
Sauk County Hospital and Heme - 298 9, 500
Scandinavia. ... ........__._.... 328 83, 467
Sheboygin Counly (pcky Knotf Som.
and Rospital). .. .. _____.____.. 332 85,953
Sheboyg 1n Counly Hespital_ . 304 65, 600
South Wiyne _ ... ... 284 96,110
Stevens Paint_.._. 351 1,051,000
Sturgeor Bay.. 333 35,
117 J 181 135,530
Union Grove So. Coloy. 307 274,500
Upson._..._.__.__. 213 8,100
Wausas _ _.._.__.. .. 350 2,702,160
West Racine County M.S.D. 308 342,000
WildRote.._.__.__.. 152 109,312
Wiiliams Bay__. ... ... ..o 347 300,
Total 71 appleations).ooooocin mannes 45,457,544
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